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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CUELLAR).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 11, 2019.

I hereby appoint the Honorable HENRY
CUELLAR to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2019, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties. All time shall be
equally allocated between the parties,
and in no event shall debate continue
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other
than the majority and minority leaders
and the minority whip, shall be limited
to 5 minutes.

———

UNDERSTANDING THE
IMPEACHMENT PROCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
and still I rise.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today because I
love my country, and I rise today be-
cause it is important for us to under-
stand this impeachment process.
Whether you agree with the bringing of
impeachment or not, it is appropriate
to understand the process.

Today, I would like to share a few
words about the impeachment process

some 85 days since the Mueller report
was presented wherein Mr. Mueller all
but indicated that impeachable acts
occurred. I have my mnemonic notes
that I shall refer to.

The impeachment process itself
starts and ends in the House. The
House of Representatives and only the
House of Representatives can impeach
a President. It is very similar to an in-
dictment but not the same as an in-
dictment. Once the impeachment actu-
ally takes place, then the process
moves to the Senate.

Today, I am going to focus on the
House of Representatives. Perhaps we
will talk about the Senate on another
occasion.

The impeachment process is not an
appealable process. Once the House
gives its verdict, if you will—a major-
ity of persons present voting for im-
peachment—there is no appeal. It
doesn’t go to a friendly court that a
President might have. It won’t go to
the Supreme Court ultimately, where
some would contend that the Court is
divided along party lines.

I happen to think that judges ought
to vote based upon what they perceive
the law to be. I tend to give judges the
benefit of the doubt when it comes to
making their decisions, but there are
many who perceive this to be the case.

It is not appealable. It is something
that is totally within the province of
the House of Representatives.

This vote is a vote of conscience, and
this is where I would like to focus a
good deal of my energy today.

A vote of conscience means that you
vote based upon what your conscience
dictates. There will be no instructions
given to persons who will vote. Gen-
erally speaking, a jury would receive
some sort of instructions, indicating
that they should make certain find-
ings. There will be no instructions.
There will be no indication that we
have to do this based upon clear and
convincing evidence, that we have to

find beyond a reasonable doubt that
something occurred, or that we should
do it by a preponderance of the evi-
dence. There is no standard that will be
given to Members as they cast their
ballots. It is something that each Mem-
ber does, and it is a vote of conscience.

Now, the question can become,
“Whose conscience will it be?”’ because
if you take another person’s rec-
ommendation and you vote based upon
that recommendation, then you could
conceivably vote another person’s con-
science.

I will vote my conscience. I will not
be guided by what others, who may be
voting based upon political expediency,
think. Members can vote based upon
political expediency if they so choose. I
will vote based upon a moral impera-
tive.

I will vote my conscience, and I will
do this because I believe that in this
country, the country that I love—I rise
because I love my country—that we
ought not allow any person to be above
the law.

The law of which I speak is Article II,
Section 4 of the Constitution. No one
should be above the law, but this is the
law that governs impeachment. No one
should be above the law, and I believe
that for some 85 days now since the
Mueller report, we have evidence that
the Chief Executive Officer has been
above the law.

There will be a vote on impeachment.
Each Member of this august body has a
preeminent privilege of bringing im-
peachment before the body. I happen to
be a Member, and I want to assure all
that impeachment is not dead.

I read a story today where there was
an indication that it has stalled or has
slowed. I want my colleagues to know
that I may stand alone when I do this,
as this is what my conscience dictates,
but I believe that it is better to stand
alone than not stand at all.

I will stand. There will be another
vote. I am asking that all do what I be-
lieve is expected, and that is to vote
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your conscience, knowing that there is
no appeal, knowing that you don’t have
to worry about the Supreme Court, and
knowing that there will be history to
judge us all.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

———

RECOGNIZING THE IMPACT OF
BELLEFONTE OPPORTUNITY ZONE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5
minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, on Monday, July 8, I had
the privilege of hosting the White
House Opportunity and Revitalization
Council Executive Director, Mr. Scott
Turner, in Bellefonte in Pennsylvania’s
15th Congressional District.

Mr. Turner shared his insight, his ex-
pertise, and, I will say, his passion for
serving economically distressed com-
munities, regarding the recently des-
ignated opportunity zone in Bellefonte,
with myself and members of the com-
munity. It was a productive and engag-
ing discussion hosted by the American
Philatelic Society at its headquarters.

Joined by officials from the U.S.
Small Business Administration, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, U.S. Gen-
eral Services Administration, and U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, Mr. Turner shared a vision
behind the White House Opportunity
and Revitalization Council, or oppor-
tunity zones, as they are more broadly
known.

The Council was established to
proactively address the 52 million
Americans who live in economically
distressed communities nationwide in
urban areas, suburban areas, and, quite
frankly, rural areas.

It was inspiring to hear Mr. Turner’s
passion when it comes to stimulating
economic growth, expanding workforce
development opportunities, and pro-
moting long-term investment in dis-
tressed communities.

The opportunity zone designation
was made possible by the landmark
2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act that I was
proud to cosponsor and to support. This
past April, the White House Council
was formed to help align communities
with a myriad of Federal agencies that
can help supplement public endeavors
with private investments.

Because of this, communities, and
not the Federal Government, are being
put in the driver’s seat. The borough of
Bellefonte is one of 300 opportunity
zones in the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, nearly 30 of which are located
within Pennsylvania’s 15th Congres-
sional District.

These opportunity zones were nomi-
nated by the Governor and are nomi-
nated by the Governors of each State
and territory. The final vetting and fi-
nalization for selection are up to the
United States Treasury Department.
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Opportunity zones are an investment
in Pennsylvania’s future, our commu-
nities’ futures, our businesses, and the
people who call the Commonwealth
home. These zones have great potential
when it comes to revitalizing economi-
cally distressed communities all across
the United States. It is my hope that
they can become a catalyst for change
and a catalyst for hope in communities
across the country.

This facilitates investment by pri-
vate investors who can take their cap-
ital gains that they may have realized
because of business transactions that
they are engaged in. Normally, these
aren’t the types of communities where
these capital gains are invested. These
are areas of higher unemployment and
infrastructure issues, maybe housing
issues, and a lower median income, not
prime places for economic investment
by the private sector.

With the incentives of opportunity
zones, where these investors can invest
these capital gains within those com-
munities for causes and for needs de-
fined by the members of the commu-
nities, they are able to realize tax sav-
ings.

It encourages them to maintain that
investment for 10 years, where they
would pay zero taxes on those capital
gains and yield a tremendous return on
investment for families, for individ-
uals, and for communities.

Additionally, these 23 Federal agen-
cies would provide preferences for com-
petitive grants in these designated op-
portunity zones, another way of invest-
ing.

It was equally inspiring to hear local
stakeholders discuss their new develop-
ments in Bellefonte, and I am looking
forward to helping these communities
seek these Federal opportunities.

As I mentioned that day, this is a
program that was created by Congress
and was signed by President Trump,
who executed this with Scott Turner’s
leadership as Executive Director. It is
one that really lies in the community,
in terms of identifying what the needs
are and the investors who come from
the community.

I am grateful to the White House Op-
portunity and Revitalization Council
for its willingness to be on the ground
and engage, in the hopes of sparking
growth and development in all the des-
ignated opportunity =zones. Specifi-
cally, on Monday, it was Bellefonte.

Moreover, I am grateful to the resi-
dents of Bellefonte for joining as en-
gaged citizens who are passionate
about the future of their town. By tak-
ing advantage of opportunity =zones,
communities like Bellefonte can play a
more proactive role in the future and
the destiny of their town that they call
home.

IT IS TIME TO BEGIN AN
IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. GALLEGO) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, no
President in the history of our country
has ever been subject to as many cred-
ible allegations of illegal conduct as
Donald Trump.

Given the serious nature of these
crimes and the President’s refusal to
cooperate with congressional inves-
tigations, it is time for the House of
Representatives to begin an impeach-
ment inquiry.

The Mueller report documented com-
pelling evidence that the President ob-
structed justice, including numerous
attempts to shut down the Mueller in-
vestigation.

Despite the strong evidence, DOJ
policies prohibited the special counsel
from even considering bringing charges
against a sitting President. So, Con-
gress has a responsibility to act where
Mueller left off.

For the past several months, Trump,
his Attorney General, and congres-
sional Republicans have outright lied
about the contents and findings of the
Mueller report. The Trump administra-
tion has repeatedly rejected or under-
mined congressional subpoenas and ob-
structed the ability of Congress to get
the facts for the American people.

Launching an impeachment inquiry
is a necessary step to ensure that we
get to the bottom of Trump’s wrong-
doing. It honors the process that our
Founding Fathers enshrined in our
Constitution to empower Congress to
investigate and hold the President ac-
countable for committing high crimes
and misdemeanors.

I believe that impeachment inquiry
should examine the actions and con-
duct documented in the Mueller report,
but an impeachment inquiry should
not be limited to just those matters.
Congress has the responsibility to in-
vestigate the broad range of Trump’s
conduct as part of our inquiry.

With all the tweets and daily distrac-
tions, we cannot lose sight of the much
broader scope of Trump’s alleged
wrongdoing: more than a dozen accusa-
tions of sexual assault; campaign fi-
nance violations, including hush-
money payments; illegal foreign con-
tributions to the Trump inaugural
committee; illegal misuse of the
Trump Foundation charity for personal
and political purposes; welcoming for-
eign interference in U.S. elections;
mishandling top-secret information;
and abusing the security clearance
process for his son-in-law. And we
shouldn’t overlook how inappropriate
it is for the President of the United
States to engage in constant, daily
lying.

The list, unfortunately, goes on and
on.

Trump’s actions should concern
every single Member of Congress and
every American citizen, regardless of
what side of the aisle we are on. This
activity and behavior call into ques-
tion Trump’s fitness to serve as Presi-
dent of the United States and Com-
mander in Chief.
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As a marine and as a Member of Con-
gress, I swore to protect the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and I will
not stand by as Donald Trump erodes
the rule of law and our democracy. It is
time for Congress to launch an im-
peachment investigation against Presi-
dent Trump.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

———
O 1015

RECOGNIZING OFFICER PIERRE
KING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) for 5
minutes.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize a true American
hero, Pierre King, who is a police offi-
cer with the York Police Department
in York, South Carolina.

I say this because, on May 11, 2019,
Jamie Brock and his wife, Kimberly,
were having dinner at Longhorn
Steakhouse, celebrating their oldest
son’s graduation from the University of
South Carolina. While eating their
food, Jamie began choking and unable
to breathe due to experiencing an aller-
gic reaction to the food.

Kimberly, his wife, began screaming
for help, and Officer King, who was off
duty at the time, rushed to help the
choking man, whom he did not know,
and was able to use lifesaving tech-
niques that he had been trained to ad-
minister and was successful in dis-
lodging the food from Jamie’s throat.

Due to the actions of Officer King, a
life was saved, and in the words of
Brock family: ‘“God put you there that
day, and you saved my husband and
you saved our kids’ father.”

In the words of Officer King: ‘““All I
knew is that I was not going to let this
man die, and he would do the same
thing for me.”

Officer King is a true American hero
who epitomizes the slogan ‘‘to live is to
serve” and is an example for all of us
to follow.

When I think of Officer King, I think
of the words of Winston Churchill, who,
when Great Britain was about to be
under siege by Germany, said:

There will be a time when doing your best
is not good enough. We must do what is re-
quired.

Mr. Speaker, Officer King did what
was required.

————

THE CONTINUING HUMANITARIAN
CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. CosTA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call attention to the continuing hu-
manitarian crisis that is taking place
at our border between the TUnited
States and Mexico.
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Despite Congress’ recent effort to
provide relief to thousands of people in
detention centers, children continue to
be separated from their families, and
people continue suffer from a lack of
basic living standards that they need.

This is not the American way.

What is more, this administration
has just announced new ICE raids in
major American cities that will solve
nothing.

We need to do more. Congress needs
to act and seek long-term solutions to
addressing the problems forcing people
to flee their homes and seek asylum,
women and children literally moving
2,000 miles, and they are not coming to
Disneyland.

Congress needs to act. We should be
focusing on attacking the problem at
its source by increasing support to
Central American countries like El
Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras,
where the majority of these migrants
are coming from.

We should not be cutting foreign aid
to these countries. That just exacer-
bates the problem. I asked Secretary
Pompeo in a hearing of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs almost 2 months
ago: Why does not the President call a
meeting with the President of Mexico
and bring together the Organization of
American States to come up with a
comprehensive long-term solution to
this problem?

I have spoken with the Ambassador
from Mexico to the United States. She
has expressed to me the problem that
they are facing at their southern bor-
der with Guatemala. That is what we
should be doing, cooperating and work-
ing with the Mexican Government and
our other neighbors to the south.

We must also work to secure a basic
standard of living for the detention fa-
cilities to provide for immediate relief.
That is why I am cosponsoring H.R.
3239, Humanitarian Standards for Indi-
viduals in CBP Custody, to provide
house screening and emergency care, to
improve water and sanitation and hy-
giene standards, and to improve nutri-
tion and shelter standards.

These are things that we are doing in
the Middle East with the refugee relief
programs for the Syrian refugees. Why
would we not do this at our own border,
and increase the coordination and
surge capacity for the agencies to ad-
dress what the needs are of these mi-
grants?

We really do have a humanitarian
crisis at our border, to be sure. I think
we all recognize and understand that.

But, finally, we need to work to-
gether. We need to work together in a
bipartisan fashion. That is how Con-
gress should operate to achieve lasting,
comprehensive immigration reform.

When I first came to Congress, I sup-
ported comprehensive immigration re-
form with the Bush administration and
then with the Obama administration.

In 2013, we had a bipartisan package
that was very close to passage. As a
matter of fact, I think it would have
passed the House had the Speaker at
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the time brought it to the floor. Unfor-
tunately, we lost that opportunity.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
their commitment to working to re-
solve this humanitarian crisis that we
are facing at the border. That is the
American way. That is what we should
be doing as Members of Congress.

————
PRAYERS FOR JACI HERMSTAD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. KING) for 5 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate being recognized to address
you here on the floor of the United
States House of Representatives. I
would first like to point out and to
show here, to America, Jaci Hermstad.

Jaci Hermstad is from Spencer, Iowa.
Her identical twin sister, in 2011,
passed away from an aggressive form of
ALS, which we often know of as Lou
Gehrig’s disease.

The DNA from her sister is part of a
treatment for Jaci, who was diagnosed
on Valentine’s Day of this year with
the same disease. And because of the
work and the cooperation of the FDA,
some wonderful scientists, and a lot of
work done by my staff—and I want to
stand here and thank Speaker PELOSI
for her cooperation—we were able to
convince the FDA to grant a waiver so
Jaci could receive this treatment.

She is in Columbia University, now,
receiving treatments. Her third treat-
ment is this morning, just about as I
speak, and it will be a triple dose. And
if this works—and she is in my prayers
every day—we have opened a path to
one day put an end to that deadly and
debilitating disease of ALS.

And by the way, she is a spunky gal
with a sassy sense of humor, and if you
knew her like I know her, you would
love her.

This is Jaci. She is definitely in my
prayers this day and every day.

CENSUS QUESTIONS

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to talk about the topic that
will be raised by the President this
afternoon in the Rose Garden, as I un-
derstand, and it is the topic of whether
the question of ‘“‘Are you a citizen of
the United States of America?’’ should
and could be on the Census.

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 1320.
This has been introduced last time and
this year, and H.R. 1320 is a bill that
has asked these questions. It says:

What is person number one’s legal
status?

Are you a citizen or a national of the
United States?

Are you a lawfully admitted perma-
nent resident?

Are you none of those things, or do
you have an other lawful status?

And then it follows up and says: If
you have other lawful status, what is
that status? Are you here on a green
card? Are you here on a student visa?
Are you here on a work permit of some
kind?

So, we need a full inventory of the
population of the United States. That
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was the purpose of the Census, not only
for redistricting, but so that we could
see how America is growing, in what
ways America is growing.

And, by the way, we are establishing
immigration policy here in the United
States Congress by an enumerated
power in our Constitution, I might add,
and we are doing that with people on
that side of the aisle saying: We don’t
want to know any more than how
many homo sapiens we can count with-
in the shores of the United States of
America. But they want to know a lot
of other minutia if it helps them politi-
cally.

So I brought this legislation forward,
and we know that there was a case be-
fore the United States Supreme Court.
The Supreme Court looked at that
case.

I looked back at the short form Cen-
sus in 2010 when Barack Obama was
President. And here is what it asked. It
wants to know: What is your name?
What is your phone number?

I mean, how detailed do you have to
get?

We are only asking are you a citizen
or are you not a citizen is what the
Commerce Department has decided to
ask. I think there should be more de-
tails.

But the Obama Census short form
said:

What is your name?

What is your phone number?

What is your birthday?

What sex are you?

I point out they didn’t ask your gen-
der. They ask sex because that is actu-
ally definitive.

And what is your ethnicity? What is
your race?

Do you have an unmarried partner?

And if you have children, they ask
this question:

Are they biological or adopted sons
or daughters?

So they want to know, are they boys
or girls and were they born into the
family or were they adopted into the
family. By what means are they part of
your dependents?

But you can’t ask a question: Are
you a citizen of the United States?

All of these questions and many
more, and we can’t ask the question:
Are you a citizen of the United States?

The Supreme Court found that the
executive branch was granted the au-
thority by the United States Con-
gress—and that is the Commerce Sec-
retary himself—to form the questions
on the Census. This is a constitutional
authority that was specifically granted
to the executive branch of government
by the United States Congress. But the
Court says: You have the authority to
ask the question, but we think you
have the wrong reason to ask the ques-
tion. So now we are remanded back to
the lower court to come up with a bet-
ter reason.

Here is my reason: We want to know
how many citizens are in America.
That is all you need to ask. It is simple
as it can be.
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And they are well within the law;
they are well within the Constitution.
It is just that the Obama-appointed
judges don’t seem to be reading the
Constitution and the law, and they
seem to have political motives.

———

REPEALING THE 40 PERCENT
EXCISE TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) for 5 minutes.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the working men and women in our
country who have well-deserved, hard-
earned quality healthcare benefits to
urge House leadership to bring to the
floor H.R. 748, the Middle Class Health
Benefits Tax Repeal Act. This bill
would finally fully repeal the 40 per-
cent excise tax on certain employer-
sponsored healthcare plans. For too
long, the tax has been a looming
threat.

Make no mistake, this tax falls on
everyday working families, including
laborers, operating engineers, car-
penters, pipefitters, painters, plumbers,
ironworkers, transportation workers,
firefighters, police, and many others,
many who have fought for and won
healthcare benefits in collective bar-
gaining agreements.

Among its many unintended effects,
this excise tax has helped encourage
the recent large increases in insurance
plan deductibles, which especially hurt
those with chronic illnesses.

This repeal bill has been proposed for
yvears. It is well past time to give it a
vote on the House floor.

The 40 percent excise tax on high-
quality healthcare plans was enacted
in the 2010 Affordable Care Act. The
ACA has had many good effects, but it
also had many flaws as enacted. We
need to make the ACA work better for
more Americans. And one provision
that needs to be fixed is this tax.

The tax was supposed to begin in
2018, but has been repeatedly delayed,
reflecting the awareness of its negative
impact. Right now, it is scheduled to
take effect in 2022. It is time to just
end it.

Regardless of the intent behind the
original ACA provisions, the truth is
that health insurance premiums have
continued to grow faster than infla-
tion, putting even plans with modern
benefits at risk of getting taxed.

As Families USA recently pointed
out, without a permanent solution, as
many as one out of every four workers
with job-based health plan coverage
could be affected by this tax by 2025.
That is just 6 short years from now.

Furthermore, responsible employers
plan ahead and are already gearing up
to plan their budgets for health insur-
ance in the next few years. This is es-
pecially concerning in the case of
workers who have successfully used
their right to organize to reach collec-
tive bargaining agreements with their
employers.

Good union jobs provide workers
with a better opportunity to negotiate
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benefits that fairly reflect the impor-
tant contributions they make to the
American economy. Union jobs and
union contracts mean workers are fair-
ly compensated in the private sector
without relying on taxpayers and the
Federal Government.

But collective bargaining agreements
often span years, and the looming
threat of the excise tax puts these
hard-fought contracts at risk. Tem-
porary delays in the excise tax only
create more fear and uncertainty for
families as they wonder whether their
benefits will be severely cut back due
to heavy government taxes.

Delays also crimp employer budgets,
as businesses are forced to account for
the risk of getting hit with hefty
charges. By undermining long-term
collective bargaining agreements,
these delays also undermine the bed-
rock of the American economy: fairly
negotiated private contracts that all
parties know they can rely on.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have shown us that they don’t want re-
peal of the ACA and they don’t want
important protections to be ripped out
from under them. They want the ACA
fixed. So let’s show them we are listen-
ing.

So, let’s show them we are listening.
Let’s show them that workers with
good, job-based health coverage will
not have to fear it eroding simply due
to government taxes. Let’s bring the
Middle Class Health Benefits Tax Re-
peal Act to the floor.

————
[ 1030

HONORING WILLIAM HENRY WARD
AND RICHARD LEON WATSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the heroism of two
Louisianians who served valiantly dur-
ing World War II: William Henry Ward
and Richard Leon Watson.

William, who recently celebrated his
95th birthday, grew up in New Orleans
and shipped off to Europe in 1943 to
join a heavy bombardment squadron
that participated in Operation Market
Garden and the Battle of the Bulge.

During the Battle of the Bulge, his
B-24 Liberator got shot down, took
heavy fire, and he was forced into an
emergency landing near Brussels. He
hitchhiked back to England and, as
soon as possible, rejoined the fight.

On January 10, 1945, he completed his
356th mission over Germany and finally
telegraphed his mother, Maude Ward,
saying, ‘‘Duties completed. Returning
home soon.”

Sadly, Richard Watson came home to
Morehouse Parish in a more tragic
way. He died defending our country
while aboard the USS Oklahoma, which
sank from a torpedo strike when the
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor. He
was one of 429 crewmen Kkilled in that
attack.
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After 77 years, his body was identi-
fied and finally sent back home to Lou-
isiana earlier this year.

Mr. Speaker, our World War II vet-
erans truly are America’s Greatest
Generation. It is because of the coura-
geous acts of soldiers like William
Ward and the sacrifices of sailors like
Richard Watson that we are the coun-
try we are today.

We owe a tremendous debt to our
World War II veterans.

I encourage everyone to thank these
wonderful people when you see them
and let them know that a grateful Na-
tion has not forgotten what they did
for us.

————

LET’S PUT SOME JUSTICE IN
TRADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ica’s workers do not support the
Trump-negotiated NAFTA-2 trade deal.

Just like the original NAFTA, the
new NAFTA is half-baked, repackaged,
and broken. It was not written to im-
prove the lives of our working families
in Ohio or in Mexico or in Central
America. It was written to advance
transnational corporate interests and
the schemes of very wealthy elites.

In a country whose public and pri-
vate sectors too often serve the inter-
ests of the rich and powerful and not
the average person, this is the last
thing the working people of Ohio and
North America need, regardless of
whether they work in the mills or toil
in the fields.

The President’s promise of higher
wages and returning jobs is not to be
believed. NAFTA cannot deliver for the
working people unless it ensures the
dignity of labor, of labor rights, and
labor enforcement on this continent.

Our leaders must wake up to the
human suffering these trade deals cre-
ate, not only for our own citizens as
their jobs are outsourced but, also, peo-
ple who are exploited in Mexico and the
Americas.

When transnational corporations
crash together the economies of first-
and third-world countries, without a
second thought about the con-
sequences, it is the working people who
get crushed.

The ravages of NAFTA inflicted on
the Americas and their workers are
etched across America’s communities.
Far too many have been devastated by
the outsourcing of factories, many left
in economic ruin.

NAFTA was sold as the model of the
modern integration of first-world and
emerging-world economies. It was then
replicated in Central America with the
so-called CAFTA sweatshop deal, cov-
ering nations from which millions are
now fleeing to our border.

When multinational corporate inter-
ests dominate negotiations and place a
heavy thumb on the scales of economic
justice for labor across the Americas,
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trade with our closest neighbors is
never a zero-sum game because too few
control the levers of negotiating power.

It is no surprise that nearly a half a
million migrants have been taken into
custody at our southern border this
yvear alone—half a million.

In the past, undocumented immi-
grants were overwhelmingly single
men from Mexico, but that flow has
changed. First, we experienced immi-
gration from Mexico post NAFTA.
There was a hemorrhage.

That has gone down in recent years,
but now CAFTA, the gift of CAFTA,
sees Central American families having
become the new face of undocumented
immigration.

These landless people, jobless people
from the Americas live in fear.

As America exports our trans-
national-driven trade models, we know-
ingly rely upon the human suffering
our economic policies inflict on the
poor.

NAFTA and NAFTA-2 were always
about cheap labor and bringing down
the benefits of health and pension ben-
efits for American workers.

Undocumented migrants arrive bru-
talized through trafficking channels.
Indeed, one can easily see, in agri-
culture alone in the Americas, the ex-
ploitative model of slavery has simply
morphed into a new serfdom under the
present system.

Once in the United States, many be-
come undocumented farm workers, and
the Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that about half of our Nation’s
farm workers are unauthorized, un-
documented.

These workers face great hostility
and black-market labor conditions re-
pugnant to our values. This undocu-
mented status makes workers espe-
cially vulnerable to abuse.

Is the answer to expand our migrant
visa worker programs, the H-2A or H-
2B visas? Absolutely not.

Take the tragedy of Santiago Cruz, a
Mexican labor recruiter brutally mur-
dered in a legal labor recruitment of-
fice in Monterrey, Mexico.

Santiago was communicating to his
fellow Mexican workers who sought
economic opportunity in America that
they did not have to pay a coyote $38,000
to get across the border—a crooked,
lone coyote.

Twelve years after his death near the
Mexican-U.S. border, Mexico has not
prosecuted his murderer and our coun-
try has not raised a voice to get justice
in his murder.

But the greatest injustice is the new
NAFTA deal that fails to address the
cancer of undocumented labor in the
Americas, especially in the agriculture
industry.

The current migrant worker system
is widely abused by employers seeking
a captive workforce. NAFTA-2 must in-
clude a comprehensive strategy to ad-
dress continental labor, and agricul-
tural immigration must be a part and
central to it, not absent.

The continental enforcement of
healthy working conditions and inte-
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gration of enforceable labor laws must
be central to NAFTA-2. It is not in it.

That is the ugly exploitation of
America’s industrialized and farm
workers that we allow to continue.

How morally reprehensible is this?

I ask my colleagues to please take a
look at our bill and include a labor sec-
retariat in the new NAFTA deal. Let’s
put some justice in trade.

CONGRATULATING THE
EDWARDSVILLE HIGH SCHOOL
BASEBALL TEAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate
Edwardsville High School’s baseball
team on their Class 4A State cham-
pionship.

Edwardsville played Saint Charles
North for the title last week, going
into extra innings before the Tigers
won it all 3-2, claiming their third
State championship in school history
and their first since 1998.

With a 37 win and 5 loss season
record, Edwardsville came to the
championship game ready to win. At
the bottom of the seventh inning,
Saint Charles had a 2-1 lead with the
bases loaded and no outs.

Thanks to a double play, the Tigers
tied the game 2-2 and sent the game
into extra innings. In the top of the
eighth inning, the Tigers stole second
base and later laid down a bunt, which
led to a close play at the plate, allow-
ing the Tigers to score the winning
run.

When the Tigers took the field that
morning, Coach Tim Funkhouser had
699 career wins. After the game, he
came home with number 700 and a
State championship.

What a way to hit 700 wins in your
career. I congratulate Coach
Funkhouser and the entire
Edwardsville Tiger baseball team on a
fantastic season and a well-deserved
win.

RECOGNIZING ADOPTION LAWYER ELLYN
BULLOCK

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to recognize
Ellyn Bullock, a lawyer from Cham-
paign, Illinois, who specializes in adop-
tion. She has been nominated to be an
Angels in Adoption honoree by the 2019
Congressional Coalition on Adoption
Institute.

Since 1999, Ellyn has finalized the
adoptions of more than 1,800 children.
More than half were in the Illinois fos-
ter care system and ultimately found
permanent homes.

She has won the Catholic Charities
Friend of Adoption award and has been
recognized multiple times by associa-
tions for her advocacy of family values
and adoptions outside the office.

Ellyn and her husband, David, are
proud parents of three children: Kyle,
Imy, and Charlie. They adopted Kyle
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and Imy and have acted as guardians of
another child.

A stable and permanent family is
perhaps the most important thing in a
child’s developing life. Every day, we
rely on people like Ellyn to unite fami-
lies and improve lives. I applaud Ellyn
for all of her hard work and for her
fighting for families in the 13th Dis-
trict of Illinois.

———

ANTICS OF THE IRANIAN NAVY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, this should
come as no surprise, but the world’s
champion crybaby, the Islamic Repub-
lic of Iran, threw another hissy fit this
week.

Their navy tried to hijack a British
tanker with a Royal Navy escort. They
admitted they were breaking inter-
national law because they demanded
the ship drive itself into their waters
to be boarded.

The Royal Navy frigate fired back
with a salvo from a radio. They said:
“Back off.”

The Iranian babies put their boats at
full speed, roaring back to Iran to cry
on the Ayatollah’s shoulder for their
humiliation.

This has happened over and over. And
I am very familiar with this region. I
deployed there in the Navy for 6
months, from May of 1994 to November
of 1994.

I was based on a small island called
Masirah right off the shore of the
United Arab Emirates. We would fly
what is called a gulf transit 1,000 feet
all around the Strait of Hormuz and
the Persian Gulf to exercise our free-
dom of navigation.

This is not the first time these things
have happened. The last attack hap-
pened right there where the baby is
crying. Two months before that, off the
map down there, four American tank-
ers, at idle, sitting in dead water wait-
ing to unload their cargo, were at-
tacked by Iranian boats, damaged.

In the middle of the Persian Gulf,
international airspace, right there near
the Gulf of Oman, one of our airplanes
was blown out of the sky by the Ira-
nians.

That was an act of war.

Ours was an American military air-
craft operating legally in international
airspace over international waters.

The question is: Why are the insane
Iranians becoming more insane? And
that is because the Mullahs who have
run their country now for 50 years
know they are dying. And, like a dying
animal, they are going to fight for
their last breath of power.

They are dying because of America,
the American energy revolution, start-
ed primarily and thriving in Texas and
the Permian Basin.

0Oil is their only source of money in
the entire country of Iran. They have
nothing else.

The Permian Basin, by itself, next
year will produce more oil than every
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country in the world except for Saudi
Arabia.

We have many more shale plains
across America: Barnett, Eagle Ford,
Bakken, Marcellus—over and over and
over.
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They know we are putting them in
the dumpsters of history. Uncle Sam is
forcing the mullahs and the leaders of
the military to learn new languages,
new words to explain their demise,

words like “‘good-bye,”’ “‘ta-ta,”
“adieu,” ‘‘adios,” and ‘‘sayonara’ to go
with ‘‘khodahafez,”” which, in Farsi,

means ‘‘good-bye.”

I want to salute the people of Iran.
The dark times are going to end quick-
ly. You will be free from oppression
from the leaders in your own country.

I would like to give a salute to the
mullahs and the Iranian Navy and the
military. Good-bye. Adios.

And that’s just the way it is.

————

LET’S NOT RAISE THE MINIMUM
WAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
announced they will soon bring to the
floor the Raise the Wage Act, a bill to
increase the Federal minimum wage
from $7.25 an hour to $15 an hour.

While supporters of this legislation
have good intentions, the repercussions
would spell disaster for our economy,
for small businesses, and the very same
low-wage workers who they intend to
help. Nonpartisan estimates of the
Raise the Wage Act expect it could
cause up to 3.7 million people across
the country to lose their jobs.

Mr. Speaker, that is almost as many
people as in the entire State of Okla-
homa, the entire State of Oklahoma
unemployed.

Cities that have already imposed a
$15 minimum wage have been the first
to see the negative effects of this ini-
tiative. Recently, the University of
Washington conducted a study on the
efficacy of Seattle’s newly mandated
$15 minimum wage, and the results
were very clear. Costs to low-wage
workers in Seattle outweighed the ben-
efits by 3-to-1, and the average low-
wage worker lost $125 a month.

While most of the discussion regard-
ing the Federal minimum wage is fo-
cused on major metropolitan cities,
what about the rural areas across the
country where the cost of living is
much lower? This bill would effectively
eliminate small, rural businesses and
skyrocket costs for goods and services.

Finally, let’s look at who is cur-
rently making minimum wage in the
U.S. Half are under the age of 25, and
almost a quarter of them are teen-
agers. A $15 minimum wage would
threaten the job prospects of young
folks who are looking to enter the
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workforce for the first time, hoping to
gain the skills needed to move ahead in
a real career.

Over 80 percent of economists agree
that a $15 minimum wage would have a
negative impact on youth employment.

Look, I cannot support a bill that is
guaranteed to shutter business and lay
off workers around the country. I hope
that my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle will reconsider this attempt
to backtrack on the economic success
of recent years and, instead, support
bipartisan policies that will help all
workers get ahead.

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 49
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PETERS) at noon.

———

PRAYER

Dr. George S. Dillard, III, Peachtree
City Christian Church, Peachtree City,
Georgia, offered the following prayer:

Our Father, God of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, the Great I Am, the maker
of Heaven and Earth, let it be known
today that You are God and that Your
servants do all things at the command
and leading of Your Word through
Jesus the Christ, the son of the living
God.

Hear me, Lord, hear me so that these
people will know that You, Lord, are
God and that You call them to turn
their hearts to You.

Drive out the divisive ones, rebuke
those who destroy the innocent, and re-
move those who delight in lies. Give
wisdom, strength, and courage to those
who seek unity, protect the innocent,
and love the truth.

Lead us to be a people who seek free-
dom, liberty, and justice for all.

And let all of God’s people say amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LOEBSACK)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LOEBSACK led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:
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I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

——————

WELCOMING DR. GEORGE S.
DILLARD, III

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FERGUSON) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Dr. George Dillard,
whose leadership and guidance have
made him a valuable member of our
Peachtree City community in the
Third District of Georgia.

This is the second time that Dr. Dil-
lard has joined me here in the Nation’s
Capitol to pray for the Members of the
House of Representatives, and we are
extremely grateful that he did just
that.

George has been a vitally important
part of the Third District for over 25
years since he and his family moved to
Peachtree City to serve at the Peach-
tree City Christian Church, where he
still serves to this day.

George has been married to his wife,
Renee, since 1988. They have three chil-
dren and one grandchild. George and
his family live in Peachtree City, Geor-
gia.

I commend Dr. Dillard for his com-
mitment to our community and Na-
tion. There is not a week that goes by
where George isn’t a visible and wel-
coming part of the Fayette County
community.

The grace and love he has shown to
his parishioners and his neighbors
throughout his 24 years in Peachtree
City are unparalleled, and I am truly
honored to have Dr. Dillard here with
me today as he prays for our Nation.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 further re-
quests for 1l-minute speeches on each
side of the aisle.

————

RECOGNIZING PRIDE CAMP

(Mr. LOEBSACK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Iowa Safe Schools’
second annual Pride Camp. This week-
long event invites LGBTQ youth and
allies from across Iowa to participate
in a summer camp where they have the
opportunity to learn new skills, con-
nect with their peers, share their expe-
riences, and grow as individuals while
also having fun.

This year, over 100 LGBTQ youth
from across the State will be attending
Pride Camp, despite this only being the
camp’s second year. This truly goes to
show the importance of programs like
Pride Camp, and I am proud that Iowa
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is a leader in the fight for acceptance
and equality for everyone.

I want to extend my sincerest thanks
to Iowa Safe Schools for creating this
wonderful opportunity and for all of
their efforts advocating for Iowa’s
LGBTQ youth. Their work in devel-
oping a safe and inclusive summer
camp is making a difference in the
lives of so many young Iowans, and I
am honored to recognize them here
today.

——
ADOPTING NDAA AMENDMENTS ON
NATO CONTRIBUTIONS AND
ISRAEL

(Mr. BIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Speaker, two amend-
ments I offered to the NDAA were
adopted.

The first addresses shared responsi-
bility for the world’s security. The
United States is the most powerful na-
tion on the planet and so must remain,
but our allies must pull their weight on
global security efforts. It is not just
Americans who benefit from peace,
after all.

For instance, is it fair for economic
powerhouse Germany to spend only 1.35
percent of its overall GDP toward
NATO defense in the coming years? 1
don’t think so. We should at least ex-
amine the contributions of Germany
and all of our other allies.

My amendment simply requires the
Department of Defense to report the
annual defense spending of each of our
NATO and non-NATO allies.

My second amendment affirms the
critical importance of the U.S.-Israel
relationship. Since its founding over 50
years ago, Israel has been an important
strategic partner. Given the significant
challenges our Nation currently faces
in the Middle East, the U.S.-Israel rela-
tionship remains vital.

I thank Armed Services Committee
Chairman SMITH and Ranking Member
THORNBERRY for working with me on
these amendments.

COMPENSATING 9/11 FIRST
RESPONDERS

(Mr. HIGGINS of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Mr.
Speaker, on September 11, 2001, as mil-
lions of Americans watched in horror,
our country was attacked. Thousands
of people courageously stepped up, left
their homes and families, and answered
the call to respond to a nation in need.

Among them were dozens of western
New Yorkers, including John Asklar of
the Niagara Falls Fire Department who
injured his leg in the rubble and con-
tinues to suffer from post-traumatic
stress disorder; Jennifer Czarnecki,
who is reminded every day of her five
assignments to Ground Zero with the
New York State Police following a

H5593

breast cancer diagnosis in 2015; and my
friend Dave State, who bravely faced
cancer last year as a result of his 9/11
service with the New York State Na-
tional Guard.

For them and others, the pain and
consequences of this attack are as real
today as they were 18 years ago. We
must act urgently to make the 9/11 Vic-
tim Compensation Fund permanent.
These men, women, and families were
there for our country in our time of
need. Now, we must be there for them
in their time of need.

————

HONORING THE LIFE OF VERA
DULANEY

(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to honor the life of Vera
Dulaney who passed away July b.

Last November, I was able to recog-
nize Vera on the floor for her retire-
ment and how much she meant to our
community. For more than 30 years,
she served the community through her
position as Scotts Bluff County clerk
and election commissioner, as well as
in various other volunteer capacities.

Throughout her public service, Vera’s
diligent work maintained the integrity
of our local elections and assisted the
effective and efficient operation of
Scotts Bluff County. Her outstanding
efforts across the community were re-
cently acknowledged when she was pre-
sented the Community Volunteer
Award for Public Service.

Vera was well-known in our commu-
nity for her years of official service,
humble demeanor, and dedication to
family. Her smile always lit up the
room. Her devotion to the Nebraska
Cornhuskers and Chicago Cubs was
only surpassed by her devotion to her
family and our community as a whole.

Throughout her long and prosperous
life, she touched countless others. Now
in passing, we celebrate her life and
keep her family and friends in our
prayers.

————

PROVIDING SUPPORT TO
CHILDREN IN POVERTY

(Mr. MORELLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORELLE. Mr. Speaker, my dis-
trict in Rochester, New York, has the
second-highest rate of childhood pov-
erty in America.

Children in poverty face over-
whelming barriers to academic success
because it is impossible for them to
learn when they are hungry or suf-
fering from family trauma. These bar-
riers are exacerbated in the summer
when children lose access to edu-
cational opportunities, causing them
to fall further and further behind aca-
demically.

Low-income children lose 2 or more
months of reading achievement every
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summer. By the fifth grade, children
without summer learning opportunities
are 2 years behind their peers.

Students need a safe, stable place to
learn over the summer. That is why I
am so proud to have introduced legisla-
tion to help close the achievement gap
and reduce food insecurity.

The Summer Meals and Learning Act
will help fund summer reading pro-
grams at schools that already serve as
summer meal sites, providing the sup-
port and stability at-risk youth need to
grow and thrive. Every child deserves
the opportunity to achieve their goals.
It is my hope that this legislation will
help students stay on the path to suc-
cess.

———

IMPROVING MALMSTROM AIR
FORCE BASE

(Mr. GIANFORTE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GIANFORTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to thank the members of the
House Armed Services Committee for
their hard work on this year’s National
Defense Authorization Act.

Malmstrom Air Force Base is home
to the 341st Missile Wing, which main-
tains and operates one-third of the U.S.
ICBM force. Servicemembers at
Malmstrom protect our country, but
the base can do more to keep America
safe and secure. With some work, the
base’s runway can, once again, host
flying missions.

I especially thank and recognize Mr.
TURNER from Ohio. We worked on a
measure that could reform the basing
process to focus on improving existing
facilities like Malmstrom instead of
building new ones.

This bill begins the process of includ-
ing Malmstrom in future Air Force
basing decisions to host aircraft, po-
tentially increasing the number of men
and women serving there.

I appreciate the Montana Defense Al-
liance for its advocacy on behalf of
Great Falls and all the servicemembers
at Malmstrom and elsewhere who keep
our country safe.

———

CONGRATULATING ROYAL OAK
CITY MANAGER DON JOHNSON
ON HIS RETIREMENT

(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to congratulate my constituent
and Royal Oak city manager, Don
Johnson, on his retirement after 14
years with the great city of Royal Oak.

Don started as city manager right at
the height of the Great Recession. To
hear him tell it, the city was flat
broke. Royal Oak was facing huge rev-
enue shortfalls, and Michigan families
were hurting.

In the years since, he has helped
Royal Oak turn around and become one
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of the most desirable places to live and
visit. Royal Oak saw a jump of $10 mil-
lion in revenue in 10 years, truly an
outstanding accomplishment for the
people of Royal Oak and a testament to
Don’s hard work.

Mr. Speaker, I thank Don for his
years of service and wish him the very
best in his next chapter.

————
PROTECTING MILITARY WIDOWS

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, Congress should strive for
Democrats and Republicans in Wash-
ington to truly work together. When
the Military Surviving Spouses Equity
Act reached 365 bipartisan cosponsors,
I was grateful to share the good news.
That is a remarkable more than 80 per-
cent of Congress.

House Democrats had the ability to
bring the Military Surviving Spouses
Equity Act to the floor tomorrow to re-
peal the widow’s tax. Instead, Demo-
cratic leadership has diverted a vote by
tacking it onto a flawed and
hyperpartisan bill without notice late
at night, which they know will not re-
ceive support on both sides of the aisle.

This is heartbreaking for the 65,000
military widows in America. However,
it is not too late to do the right thing
and keep this as a standalone bipar-
tisan bill.

I encourage our colleagues across the
aisle to put H.R. 553 on the Consensus
Calendar. Together, we can give serv-
icemembers and their families the rec-
ognition they deserve.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———

USE FAMILY FARMS AS
SUPPLIERS FOR ARMED FORCES

(Mr. DELGADO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DELGADO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to thank my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle for voting to include
my amendment to the NDAA that will
allow our armed services to aid small
farmers across the country.

Two weeks ago, the USDA released
its congressional district-specific data
for the ‘““‘Census of Agriculture’ and re-
ported that in my district, New York’s
19th Congressional District, 96 percent
of the farms there are small family
farms.

During our most recent in-district
work period, I visited small farms back
home in Rensselaer and Montgomery
Counties and learned more about their
work with organizations to help vet-
erans gain the skills needed to transi-
tion to jobs in agriculture.

Today, the House passed my amend-
ment that requires a report from cer-
tain Defense agencies on programs,
policies, and practices relating to
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small farms, farms owned by new and
beginning farmers, veteran farmers,
and minority farmers in order to better
understand how much the Armed
Forces are working with small farms to
supply commissaries and feed service-
members.

With this data, Congress and Defense
agencies can work together to expand
opportunity for our small family farm-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues
for standing with me on this very im-
portant issue.

————
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 11, 2019.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II
of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
July 11, 2019, at 11:00 a.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 1811.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
CHERYL L. JOHNSON.

———

REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R. 962,

BORN-ALIVE ABORTION SUR-
VIVORS PROTECTION ACT
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be discharged
from further consideration of H.R. 962,
the Born-Alive Abortion Survivors Pro-
tection Act, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
guidelines consistently issued by suc-
cessive Speakers, as recorded in sec-
tion 956 of the House Rules and Man-
ual, the Chair is constrained not to en-
tertain the request unless it has been
cleared by the bipartisan floor and
committee leaderships.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
Speaker to immediately schedule this
important bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is not recognized for debate.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2020

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LEVIN of Michigan). Pursuant to House
Resolution 476 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2500.

Will the gentleman from California
(Mr. PETERS) kindly take the chair.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2500) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2020 for military activities
of the Department of Defense and for
military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,
with Mr. PETERS (Acting Chair) in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, July 10, 2019, a fourth set of en
bloc amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH)
had been disposed of.

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. SHERMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 21 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO
TRANSFER DEFENSE ARTICLES AND
SERVICES TO AZERBAIJAN.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able to the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 2020 may be used to transfer defense ar-
ticles or services to Azerbaijan unless the
President certifies to Congress that the
transfer of such defense articles or services
does not threaten civil aviation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chair, one pro-
gramming note: At this point in the
schedule, we were scheduled to deal
with three SHERMAN amendments, No.
20, No. 21, and No. 22.

No. 22, also in the Rules Committee
numbering No. 83, was included in an
en bloc adopted by this House last
evening.

Amendment No. 20, Rules Committee
No. 301, is not being considered at this
time because it will be included in an
en bloc that comes up later today.

So we are now focused on No. 21,
Rules Committee No. 82, and I rise in
support of that amendment.

Mr. Chair, on September 1, 1983, Ko-
rean Air Lines 007 was shot down—269
casualties, including a Member of this
House, Congressman Larry McDonald.

On July 17, 2014, Malaysia Airlines
number 17 was shot down—298 casual-
ties.

If there is one thing this House can
agree on, it is that we are opposed to
shooting down—especially, deliberately
shooting down—civilian aircraft. And
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yvet the Government of Azerbaijan has
stated, with regard to flights going
into Stepanakert Airport, that they
envision the physical destruction of
airplanes landing in that territory.

This threat has been repeated several
times by Azeri officials, and in times
past, Azerbaijan has actually shot at
civil airliners going into Stepanakert
Airport. That is why this amendment
is necessary. It prohibits the transfer
of Defense Department articles to
Azerbaijan unless the President can
certify that the weapons being trans-
ferred will not threaten civilian avia-
tion.

It would be a tragedy if a civilian air-
liner were shot at or shot down as it
landed or took off from Stepanakert
Airport in the Republic of Artsakh.
But if that, God forbid, ever happens,
let it not be an American weapon.

We are on notice that antiaircraft
weapons transferred to Azerbaijan may
very well be used against civilian air-
craft. That is why it is necessary for us
to have this provision.

After 23 years of studying these
issues on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, I am not convinced that we
should transfer any weapons, under any
circumstances, to the Government of
Azerbaijan until it comes to the table
and resolves the Artsakh dispute. But,
certainly, we should not, having been
put on notice, transfer weapons that we
cannot be sure will not be used to
shoot down civilian aircraft.

I am pleased to have the cosponsor-
ship of this amendment by Representa-
tives SPEIER, SCHIFF, and PALLONE, and
I believe that this is a necessary step.
Because, as we provide weapons to
countries around the world, we should
not provide antiaircraft weapons that
we believe might very well be used to
shoot down our civilian aircraft.

I would point out that the
Stepanakert airport is located in the
Republic of Artsakh, previously known
as the Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh,
a historically Armenian territory that
was lumped in with Azerbaijan by no
less than Joseph Stalin in a deliberate
effort to create ethnic tensions in the
Caucasus to the benefit of the Soviet
Union and in an effort to punish the
Armenian people.

The people of Artsakh established
their independence decades ago, and
whatever your view as to the status of
that territory, you should support this
amendment unless you believe it is ap-
propriate to shoot down civilian air-
craft.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I stand
in opposition to the amendment offered
by Mr. SHERMAN that conditions de-
fense transfers to Azerbaijan.

Azerbaijan actively contributes to
international security efforts. We see
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their forces working alongside coali-
tion forces in countering terrorism in
Afghanistan, in addition to contrib-
uting a logistics supply route vital to
U.S. and coalition forces.

Azerbaijan lies in a compromising
position between two hostile forces:
Russia and Iran. Our bilateral relation-
ship and the incredible amount of sup-
port the Azeris have provided to U.S.
missions in Afghanistan were strong
indicators of how our partnership has
grown since Azerbaijan first gained its
independence in 1991. We must not
limit our ability to provide reciprocal
support to our friend and partner in a
tumultuous region.

Putin’s history of utilizing military
force against its neighbors, such as
Ukraine and Georgia, forebodes his
willingness to use the same methods
against others that counter him.

The United States Department of
State is responsible for the review of
sales and transfers of defense articles
and services. They exercise this respon-
sibility through an interagency process
that assesses each possible arms trans-
fer on a case-by-case basis. Mr. SHER-
MAN’s amendment unnecessarily sin-
gles out Azerbaijan by placing an addi-
tional certification requirement on the
State Department’s armed sales review
process.

The length of time this amendment
would add to the defense exports re-
view process is detrimental in the
event of an attack by militarily supe-
rior Russia against our security part-
ner, Azerbaijan, while providing no
added benefit to our bilateral relation-
ship. This would include a lengthening
of time in reviewing arms sales in-
tended for Azeri forces operating in
counterterrorism operations in Afghan-
istan.

Nagorno-Karabakh is an Armenian-
occupied territory inside the borders of
Azerbaijan, which has undergone bitter
conflict for two decades.

The OSCE Minsk Group, co-chaired
by the United States, has sought a
peaceful solution to the conflict since
1992. By conditioning sales to Aczer-
baijan, the United States Congress
would tilt the United States neutral
position as a member of the Minsk
Group and hinder resolution efforts in
Nagorno-Karabakh. By taking sides,
the trust that has been built up by the
U.S. and Azerbaijan through the
group’s efforts would be gravely dimin-
ished, and the conflict would degen-
erate further.
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The NDAA is not the appropriate ve-
hicle for taking sides on a political
issue, nor should it be used to influence
a process that clearly lies within the
jurisdiction of the Foreign Affairs
Committee.

This amendment is not required. The
Department of Defense already adheres
to the provisions of the Department of
State’s March 2019 extension of section
907, which specifies that assistance to
Azerbaijan will not be used for offen-
sive purposes against Armenia.
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I oppose this amendment, which
halts the positive momentum of our bi-
lateral relationship, particularly with
the arrival of U.S. Ambassador Lee
Litzenberger in January of this year.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU

OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 23 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to offer amendment
No. 23 as the designee of Representa-
tive GABBARD.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle G of title XII, add
the following new section:

SEC. 1268. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FROM

THE SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISI-
TION FUND.

Section 114(c) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘“(4) Notwithstanding paragraph (3), none
of the funds made available from the Special
Defense Acquisition Fund for any fiscal year
may be made available to provide any assist-
ance to Saudi Arabia or the United Arab
Emirates if such assistance could be used by
either country to conduct or continue hos-
tilities in Yemen.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. TED LIEU) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I rise to speak in support of the
amendment offered by Representative
GABBARD of Hawaii on the limitation
on the use of funds from the Special
Defense Acquisition Fund for Saudi
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates.

This fund allows the U.S. military to
preorder weapons for sale to foreign
militaries and is intended to reduce
wait times for weapons or related serv-
ices.

While this is normally a good way to
prevent a long and detrimental wait for
our allies to use weapons in self-de-
fense, is it unconscionable that it be
used to kill and wound civilians in an
unjust war.

Saudi Arabia and the UAE have,
since 2015, been bombing schools, hos-
pitals, buses, and other civilian tar-
gets.

As of March of this year, nearly 18,000
people have been killed or injured by
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this bombing campaign since hos-
tilities began in 2015, according to the
U.N. High Commissioner for Human
Rights.

Thousands more have been displaced
by the fighting, and millions are faced
with starvation, hunger, and disease.

This has created a humanitarian cri-
sis, destroyed water supplies, and cre-
ated shortages in food and medical
care.

We have already passed a resolution
seeking to end U.S. involvement in this
slaughter, only to have the President
veto it, while he continues to supply
Saudi Arabia with U.S. missiles and
bombs.

This amendment will prevent the
military from speeding supplies to
Saudi Arabia and the UAE and will do
much to alleviate the suffering of the
people of Yemen.

Mr. Chair, I ask that all Members
support this amendment and end our
involvement in this shameful war, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I oppose this
amendment prohibiting the use of
funds from the Special Defense Acqui-
sition Fund to provide assistance to
Saudi Arabia or the United Arab Emir-
ates if such assistance could be used in
hostilities in Yemen.

Nearly every Member in this Cham-
ber has made it very clear that we are
concerned about civilian casualties re-
sulting from the conflict in Yemen.
However, this amendment does not ad-
dress that concern.

The war in Yemen must end, but, as
Iran continues to finance terror and
help the Houthis, who have overthrown
the government, the consequence will
be utter devastation for the Yemeni ci-
vilians.

Our assistance for the coalition op-
posing Houthi and Iranian terror in
Yemen started in 2015 during the
Obama  administration when the
Houthis overthrew a legitimate govern-
ment, with Iran’s assistance.

The Houthis fired missiles against
the coalition, with support from Iran,
and the U.S. provided intelligence and
logistical support in compliance with
the Law of Armed Conflict.

Iran poses a massive geostrategic
threat in the area around Yemen,
throughout the Middle East, and to the
United States and many of our allies.

Right now, Saudi Arabia, the United
Arab Emirates, Yemen, and the U.S.
share a common adversary in Iran.

We cannot signal to Iran that their
continued aggression will be tolerated.
Iran’s nefarious activities must be
countered effectively.

The coalition continues to face an
onslaught of Houthi attacks on civilian
targets, and the U.S. needs a nuanced
approach that helps our Nation, our
partners, and avoids civilian casual-
ties.
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Instead, this amendment slams the
door shut, crushing any opportunity to
see the region and civilians protected.

Have no doubt: The coalition will
continue to purchase arms, including
defensive weapons, from other sources
that have no regard for how these
weapons are deployed.

As a result of this amendment, the
war in Yemen will not end, nor will it
assist the United States or our stra-
tegic allies in containing Iran’s malign
influence in the region.

Mr. Chair, I urge Members to oppose
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, again, I urge
my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TED LIEU).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU
OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 24 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in subtitle G of
title XII, insert the following:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF EMER-
GENCY AUTHORITIES FOR THE SALE
OR TRANSFER OF DEFENSE ARTI-
CLES AND SERVICES TO SAUDI ARA-
BIA AND THE UNITED ARAB EMIR-
ATES.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
or any other Act may be made available to
process a commercial sale or foreign mili-
tary sale, or to transfer, deliver, or facilitate
the transfer or delivery, of any defense arti-
cle or service to Saudi Arabia or the United
Arab Emirates pursuant to any certification
of emergency circumstances submitted in ac-
cordance with section 36(b) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2776(b)) with re-
spect to such countries, including any such
certification submitted to Congress before
the date of the enactment of this section.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. TED LIEU) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I don’t have any philosophical
objection to supporting our allies.
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Saudi Arabia and the UAE are still
America’s allies. But what I object to
and what many of us in Congress object
to is the bypassing of Congress in sell-
ing arms to Saudi Arabia and the UAE.

On May 24, the Trump administra-
tion, through Secretary Pompeo, noti-
fied Congress that it was declaring a
fake emergency to bypass congres-
sional review of 22 arms sales to Saudi
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates.

How do we know this was a fake
emergency? Because there is no emer-
gency to the United States or to UAE
or to Saudi Arabia regarding the war in
Yemen.

It is a horrific humanitarian prob-
lem. The Saudi-led coalition has killed
countless civilians. But it is not an
emergency that would justify weapons
sales to Saudi Arabia and UAE that by-
passes congressional procedure.

And, in fact, it has been recently re-
ported that the UAE is now pulling its
troops out of Yemen. What kind of
emergency is this that would require
the bypass of Congress to sell arms to
UAE and Saudi Arabia?

In addition, we had a hearing in the
Foreign Affairs Committee where the
Trump administration official admit-
ted that many of these arms would not
even be ready for months, if not years,
in order to be sold.

So, it is unacceptable that the ad-
ministration is trying to bypass Con-
gress.

What this amendment will do is sim-
ply say you cannot declare a fake
emergency to bypass Congress to sell
these arms. If you want to sell these
arms to Saudi Arabia and UAE, you
have to do it through the normal proc-
ess.

Mr. Chair, I request an ‘‘aye’ vote on
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position to this amendment, which
would prohibit any funds from being
used to process any arms sales or
transfers to Saudi Arabia or the United
Arab Emirates pursuant to emergency
certification made under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act.

The President’s emergency certifi-
cation of May 24 to move 22 arms sales
as an emergency was to address in-
creased threats from Iran to U.S. secu-
rity interests and Iran’s continued ef-
forts to destabilize the region, which
directly impacts our strategic allies.

The Democrat majority had been
holding onto arms sales through con-
gressional notification requirements
and abusing oversight power with the
Arms Export Control Act. Some of
these requests by the administration
had been on hold for over a year, and
there was no progress in determining
why.

We witnessed just last month, on
June 19, Iran shot down a U.S. military
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asset, a drone over international
waters, one of many examples of Ira-
nian aggression toward the TUnited
States and other nations, many in that
region surrounding Iran.

There is no doubt that Iran is an in-
creased threat.

Mr. Chair, I urge Members to oppose
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chair, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and rise in
strong support of the Lieu amendment.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
amendment, which will prevent the
sale of weapons to the Gulf without un-
dergoing the proper congressional noti-
fication process.

This administration invented an
emergency in the Middle East in order
to circumvent the process of congres-
sional review over arms sales, an egre-
gious and legally questionable move, to
put more weapons in the hands of re-
gimes who are responsible for perpe-
trating horrific civilian casualties in
Yemen, often with U.S. weapons.

The administration briefed this body
on Iran just days before the supposed
emergency was declared, yet never
mentioned anything at the time about
an emergency.

The administration claims that Iran
poses such an imminent threat to our
allies that emergency assistance is
needed for Saudi Arabia and the United
Arab Emirates to defend themselves,
yvet most of these weapons are offensive
weapons and much of the sale will be
delivered months or years from now.

The logic doesn’t make sense because
there is no logic. This is an administra-
tion that has cozied up to Riyadh,
sweeping aside gross human rights
abuses, turning a blind eye to the
Saudis taking a buzz saw to a Wash-
ington Post reporter, and supporting
an intervention in Yemen that is caus-
ing famine, destruction, and mounting
loss of life.

Just because you don’t like the proc-
ess doesn’t mean you get to ignore it.
This action has implications far be-
yond this current sale, and if Congress
doesn’t reassert our proper role in the
process, we risk giving up our author-
ity in the arms sale process entirely.

Mr. Chair, I strongly encourage my
colleagues to support this excellent
amendment.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I just want
to point out Chairman ENGEL has been
approaching this issue in a little more
of a surgical approach in looking at
Federal law. I think that that would be
the more appropriate tactic in being
able to work together in a bipartisan
fashion on this issue.

This amendment, with all due respect
to my good friend from California, is a
little more of a sledgehammer. I think
he would probably say that that would
be true, unapologetically.

I, though, would certainly encourage
my colleagues, really, on both sides of
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the aisle, to be able to work together
through concerns that others may have
rather than passing this particular
amendment.

There has been a hold that has been
placed for a very long time. And I
would encourage any Members of Con-
gress who are responsible for that hold
or support the hold to articulate to us
and to the administration exactly what
the hold is, what the concerns are, and
how we can work through it together.

I hope that we all are in unanimity
with concern over Iranian aggression
in the Middle East. We are all in una-
nimity with concern when we see
Iran—beyond the rhetorical calling us
the great Satan—pledging death to
America, building a land bridge across
the Middle East, supporting Assad in
Syria and financing Hezbollah in Leb-
anon.

And, certainly, there are the con-
cerns with the movement in shipping
lanes around Yemen, a conflict that
the Houthis, in overthrowing a legiti-
mate government, did with the backing
of the Iranians.

So, there are a lot of concerns that
we have on our side of the aisle as it re-
lates to Iranian aggression, and I hope
that we can work together in dealing
with those concerns that we all have as
it relates to Iranian aggression.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I agree Iran is a malign influ-
ence in the Middle East, but that
doesn’t mean the administration gets
to bypass Congress in selling arms to
Saudi Arabia and the UAE.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I respect the gentleman’s point about
how we need to work towards an agree-
ment to how Congress can have the
most constructive role possible on
arms sales.

The concern here is the tendency of
the White House to declare an emer-
gency when they simply want to do
something that we haven’t allowed
them to do. It is troubling because it
takes us out of the process, so we need
to find a way to make sure that they
can’t do that.

It is not a huge mystery why these
arms sales have been held up. We are
concerned about Iran’s malign influ-
ence. We are also concerned about the
actions that Saudi Arabia has been
taking in that region that could be
stirring up conflict and making it easi-
er for Iran to have that malign influ-
ence; quite specifically, killing civil-
ians in Yemen in a way that generates
sympathy, certainly, for the Houthis in
Yemen but then sympathy for that
side.

So, we are worried about the way
Saudi Arabia is conducting this war,
certainly, and we are also worried
about other actions by Saudi Arabia.
Certainly, the murder of the journalist,
Jamal Khashoggi, has not been an-
swered for to this point.
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So, simply selling weapons to Saudi
Arabia at this point is something that
is going to take time and is going to
raise questions.

For the President to simply bypass
us, taking us out of the process in that
situation, I think, undermines our role.

That is the purpose of this amend-
ment, and I urge adoption.
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Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I also think
it is important to note that the United
States has not engaged in direct hos-
tilities in Yemen. We stopped the re-
fueling of Saudi aircraft, so the activi-
ties have actually, in many respects,
been walked back from what was his-
torically known as being directly en-
gaged in hostilities on the ground,
which is just not the case here as it re-
lates to the United States.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, this issue has bipartisan sup-
port, and I request an ‘‘aye’ vote on
the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, again, I
would urge all of my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TED LIEU).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

WASHINGTON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 26 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to offer amendment
No. 26 as the designee of Mr. KHANNA.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in subtitle G of
title XII, insert the following:

SEC. 12 . PROHIBITION ON SUPPORT FOR MILI-
TARY PARTICIPATION AGAINST THE
HOUTHIS.

(a) PROHIBITION RELATING TO SUPPORT.—
None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be made available to provide the
following forms of United States support to
Saudi-led coalition’s operations against the
Houthis in Yemen:

(1) Sharing intelligence for the purpose of
enabling coalition strikes.

(2) Providing logistical support for coali-
tion strikes, including by providing mainte-
nance or transferring spare parts to coalition
members flying warplanes engaged in anti-
Houthi bombings.

(b) PROHIBITION RELATING TO MILITARY
PARTICIPATION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated or otherwise made
available by this Act may be made available
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for any civilian or military personnel of the
Department of Defense to command, coordi-
nate, participate in the movement of, or ac-
company the regular or irregular military
forces of the Saudi and United Arab Emir-
ates-led coalition forces 1in hostilities
against the Houthis in Yemen or in situa-
tions in which there exists an imminent
threat that such coalition forces become en-
gaged in such hostilities, unless and until
the President has obtained specific statutory
authorization, in accordance with section
8(a) of the War Powers Resolution (50 U.S.C.
1547(a)).

(¢) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The prohibi-
tions under this section may not be con-
strued to apply with respect to United States
Armed Forces engaged in operations directed
at al Qaeda or associated forces.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. SMITH) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment is a vari-
ation on a bill that this House passed
and the Senate passed as well that the
President vetoed that would cut off
any U.S. support for the Saudi coali-
tion that is fighting in Yemen.

And I will agree with some discussion
that came earlier that this is a com-
plicated situation because we are con-
cerned about the malign influence of
Iran in the region. But the problem is
the way the war has been conducted in
Yemen.

As I mentioned earlier on the pre-
vious amendment, the civilian casual-
ties and the way the war has been con-
ducted has undermined, I believe, our
efforts to arrive at a peaceful solution
and to begin to limit the Iranian influ-
ence in the region.

I met with Saudi Arabian officials as
they explained to me what their tar-
geting strategy was, and how they were
trying to mitigate civilian casualties,
but I was not impressed because what-
ever they showed me on these pieces of
paper, it has been well-documented
that they bombed a school bus, Killing
a large number of children. They actu-
ally bombed a funeral, a funeral that
had a lot of the key leaders in Yemen
at it that were going to be responsible
for negotiating a peace agreement. And
on countless other instances they have
bombed civilian targets.

There is also a very aggressive block-
ade going on in Yemen that is having a
devastating humanitarian impact.

Now, I understand that Iran is also
doing things that we should oppose.
They are Killing civilians; they are
stirring up difficulties. But we are not
supporting Iran. We are not responsible
for that piece of it.

But to the extent that we participate
in helping Saudi Arabia, through intel-
ligence sharing, through refueling,
through a variety of different means,
we are participating in the atrocities
that are being committed on that side,
and we should not be. It is not what is
going to lead us to a peaceful solution.

I also want to emphasize that this
amendment, as did the bill that we
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passed, very carefully carves out the
activity that we are engaged in in
Yemen to counter violent extremist
groups like al-Qaida and ISIS that have
arisen in the region.

We have a counterterrorism presence
in Yemen. This amendment in no way
restricts us from continuing that coun-
terterrorism activity. This is focused
on the civil war in Yemen.

And it is worth noting that, as we get
to the point now where Iran is in-
volved, that is not the way it started.
Basically, the Houthis in Yemen were
an oppressed minority and suffered dec-
ades of mistreatment at the hands of
whoever happened to be in charge in
Yemen, which led to the revolt.

Now, since that time, the Houthis
have committed all manner of atroc-
ities, as well as the war moved forward.
But initially, this was a civil war that
doesn’t really have anything to do with
the terrorism fight that we are doing.
And I think it is incredibly important
for the credibility of our foreign policy
to clearly differentiate between our ac-
tivities, our legitimate activities, in
Yemen to stop those terrorists in
Yemen who threaten us and threaten
our allies in the region, and the activi-
ties of this broader civil war that, as I
said, I believe, is merely creating more
violence in the Middle East and em-
powering Iran by creating widespread
sympathy across the board and in the
United States for the Houthis and for
the people in Yemen who are being the
victims of these bombing attacks.

The U.S. should step back from this.
And if Saudi Arabia is the great ally
that everyone has said they are, we
should be able to have a conversation
with them about how they change their
actions, so we can be in a better posi-
tion to support them and lead toward
greater peace in the region and contain
Iran. That is what we need to do.

But the current policy isn’t working,
so this amendment makes it clear the
United States is not supporting the
Saudi-led coalition that is engaged in
the civil war in Yemen, and I urge sup-
port.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I completely
support Congress’ solemn duty under
Article I of the Constitution to author-
ize the commitment of U.S. troops to
foreign hostilities; but that is not the
only issue here.

This amendment attempts to block
intelligence sharing to our strategic
partners such as Saudi Arabia at a
time when those partners have civilian
targets that are actively being at-
tacked by Iran-backed Houthi rebels.

Intelligence sharing can help our
partners protect their forces and their
civilians. It can also help them ensure
that they are hitting their correct tar-
gets, thereby minimizing civilian cas-
ualties.
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Additionally, the Iran-backed
Houthis are stepping up its attacks on
U.S. assets in Yemen. CENTCOM con-
firmed that the Houthis shot down a
U.S. drone earlier this summer. If we
cut off intelligence sharing with our
strategic partners, it will certainly
have repercussions that diminish our
abilities to protect our own assets.

There is reason that a bipartisan ma-
jority supported exempting intel-
ligence sharing from the War Powers
Resolution on Yemen that we consid-
ered earlier this year. It is because this
type of cooperation is essential to U.S.
interests in the region, including en-
suring responsible conduct of the war
in Yemen.

It is important to point out that
here, in this case with Yemen, the
Houthis overthrew a government with
the backing of Iran. Iran is the world’s
largest state sponsor of terror. They do
many malign, nonnuclear, nefarious
activities.

While, for good reason, we give the
most amount of attention to Iran’s nu-
clear activities—they call Israel the
Little Satan, the United States the
Great Satan, and they pledge death to
America in their parliament and on
their streets and in their holidays—
they have been attempting to build a
land bridge to the west of the country.

They have a much more growing in-
fluence within the government of Iraq.
They have been propping up Assad in
Syria. They have been financing rock-
ets and other activities to support
Hezbollah in Lebanon.

When you look towards the Strait of
Bab al-Mandab, and the area around
Yemen, and the strategic advantage for
Iran to be able to successfully help the
Houthis in overthrowing this govern-
ment and having long-term security,
Iranian aggression has caused a re-
alignment of different alliances within
the Middle East.

Many of these nations are looking at
Israel differently than they used to be-
cause they are so concerned with Ira-
nian aggression.

I think what is most important for
U.S. interests in the Middle East and,
specifically, in Yemen, one, it is criti-
cally important, and as the gentleman
said in his point, minimizing civilian
casualties must be of a bipartisan con-
cern. It should be one of international
concern, most importantly, for inno-
cent civilians who end up losing their
life.

Additionally, those who are cutting
off access to humanitarian aid is also
of great concern and great debate.

So for myself, speaking for myself
specifically, as it relates to Yemen, I
am greatly concerned by the Houthis
activities backed by Iran, and it is one
that we should successfully be hoping
that that aggression is pushed back to
the point that Houthis are unsuccess-
ful; that Iran is unsuccessful, and they
are pushed back to their own country,
back in a defensive posture, and we
don’t see further aggression in more
countries.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I have no further speakers and I am
prepared to close.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. CRAWFORD).

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. As a
veteran, and as a member of the House
Intelligence Committee, I have had the
privilege of seeing firsthand how intel-
ligence supports U.S. foreign policy
abroad and just how important our al-
lies are when fighting our adversaries.

Intelligence sharing relationships act
as a force multiplier, ensuring the se-
curity of the United States and our al-
lies. As we have seen time and time
again, restricting such critical infor-
mation sharing results in disastrous re-
percussions.

Even as we debate this amendment,
our strategic partners, such as Saudi
Arabia, have civilian targets that are
being attacked by Iran-backed Houthi
rebels. These same Iran-supported
rebels pose a threat to U.S. military
personnel in the region.

Yesterday, this body debated an
amendment tasking the ODNI to pro-
vide an annual report on civilian cas-
ualties.

You know what helps minimize civil-
ian casualties? Intelligence. Intel-
ligence helps ensure that the correct
targets are hit, while minimizing col-
lateral damage.

I am gravely concerned with the dan-
gerous long-term implications of this
ill-advised amendment. For this rea-
son, I urge my colleagues to oppose the
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I am prepared to close. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, who has the
right to close?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington has the right to
close.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

I would just encourage all my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment for
reasons that were stated, hopefully,
with great concern across this entire
body on both sides of the aisle as it re-
lates to Iranian aggression.

We need to work together, really all
around the world or wherever the
United States can be of assistance to
minimize civilian casualties, to get ac-
cess to humanitarian aid.

There is debate at times of who is re-
sponsible, but I think it is important
for us to do a better job working to-
gether to achieve the results that are
in the best interests of the United
States, even though we have debates at
times of the best way to get there.

I encourage all Members to vote
55n0'77

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.
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I think the intelligence sharing point
the gentleman from Arkansas made is
very important. Let me say, there are
multiple countries involved in this coa-
lition in Yemen.

In working with the UAE, for in-
stance, they actually do take steps to
minimize civilian casualties and are
reasonably successful about it in the
operations that they have conducted,
both from the air and the ground.

Saudi Arabia has not. And believe
me, I certainly understood the malign
influence of Iran and their relationship
with the Houthis. But Saudi Arabia,
time and time again, regrettably, has
not used this intelligence sharing in a
way that minimizes civilian casualties.

I had cited the instances earlier of
the school bus that was bombed; the fu-
neral party that was bombed; the civil-
ians who are continually hit. They are
not using this intelligence sharing in a
way to minimize civilian casualties.
And I think we need to make a state-
ment that they are going to have to
change their ways before we continue
to do this.

On the broader issue, and that is
really what Yemen is about for U.S.
policy purposes, is Iran’s influence in
the region and, also, the role that
Saudi Arabia plays in the violence. And
the problem I have with the adminis-
tration’s policy right now is it would
do nothing to contain what Saudi Ara-
bia is doing, which only exacerbates
the violence and creates openings for
Iran. So we need to balance that.

As far Iran is concerned, right now it
is hard to say where the administra-
tion’s policy is going. It is a maximum
pressure campaign. We have seen Iran
lash out since we abandoned the nu-
clear deal. They are now moving more
in the direction of developing a nuclear
weapon than they were before we aban-
doned the nuclear deal.

The administration is now saying
that they want to force Iran to the
table to stop them from getting a nu-
clear weapon.

We need a better policy in Iran. I
urge support for the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Washington will be
postponed.

O 1300

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 27 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.
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The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in subtitle G of
title XII, insert the following:

SEC. 12 . REPEAL OF PROHIBITION ON TRANS-
FER OF ARTICLES ON THE UNITED
STATES MUNITIONS LIST TO CY-
PRUS.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the direct sale or transfer of arms by
the United States to Cyprus would advance
United States security interests in Europe
by helping to reduce the dependence of the
Government of Cyprus on other countries for
defense-related materiel, including countries
that pose challenges to United States inter-
ests around the world; and

(2) it is in the interest of the United
States—

(A) to continue to support United Nations-
facilitated efforts toward a comprehensive
solution to the division of Cyprus; and

(B) for the Republic of Cyprus to join
NATO’s Partnership for Peace program.

(b) MODIFICATION OF PROHIBITION.—Section
620C(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2373(e)) is amended by adding at
the end of the following new paragraph:

‘“(3) The requirement under paragraph (1)
shall not apply to any sale or other provision
of any defense article or defense service to
Cyprus if the end-user of such defense or de-
fense service is Cyprus.”.

(¢) EXCLUSION OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS FROM CERTAIN RELATED
REGULATIONS.—Beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
State shall not apply a policy of denial for
exports, re-exports, or transfers of defense
articles and defense services destined for or
originating in the Republic of Cyprus if—

(1) the request is made by or on behalf of
Cyprus; and

(2) the end-user of such defense articles or
defense services is Cyprus.

(d) EXCEPTION.—This exclusion shall not
apply to any denial based upon -credible
human rights concerns.

(e) LIMITATIONS ON THE TRANSFER OF ARTI-
CLES ON THE UNITED STATES MUNITIONS LIST
TO THE REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The policy of denial for
exports, re-exports, or transfers of defense
articles on the United States Munitions List
to the Republic of Cyprus shall remain in
place unless the President determines and
certifies to the appropriate congressional
committees not less than annually that—

(A) the Government of the Republic of Cy-
prus is continuing to cooperate with the
United States Government in efforts to im-
plement reforms on anti-money laundering
regulations and financial regulatory over-
sight; and

(B) the Government of the Republic of Cy-
prus has made and is continuing to take the
steps necessary to deny Russian military
vessels access to ports for refueling and serv-
icing.

(2) WAIVER.—The President may waive the
limitations contained in this subsection for
one fiscal year if the President determines
that it is essential to the national security
interests of the United States to do so.

(3) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘ap-
propriate congressional committees”
means—

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
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from Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, the
Republic of Cyprus is a strategic part-
ner of the United States and has played
a critical role in combating terrorism
and nuclear proliferation in the East-
ern Mediterranean region. The United
States regularly participates in joint
exercises with Cyprus, including an-
nual multinational search and rescue
and crisis management exercises, and
we coordinate training programs for
Cyprus in explosives management and
disposal, cybersecurity, counterterror-
ism, and maritime safety and security.

Through information sharing, train-
ing programs, and other international
and regional security initiatives, the
United States and Cyprus work hand in
hand to combat terrorist activity in
Europe and the Eastern Mediterranean
region. The United States also works
closely with Cyprus to stop the spread
of weapons of mass destruction, and
Cyprus has helped foster an effective
international nonproliferation regime.

In 2015, the U.S. joined Cyprus, as
members of the Proliferation Security
Initiative, in cohosting a regional non-
proliferation workshop focusing on in-
specting and identifying proliferation
material.

Yet despite the critical security part-
nership between our two countries, the
United States has had an arms embar-
go in place against Cyprus since 1987.
This policy was initially intended to
prevent Turkey from using American
weapons to occupy Cyprus and to pro-
vide space for reunification talks after
Turkey’s 1974 invasion of Cyprus and
its subsequent occupation of the north-
ern territory.

However, more than 3 years since the
embargo was first implemented, Tur-
key still has more than 30,000 troops
occupying the northern territory of Cy-
prus, reunification talks have not pro-
duced intended results, and the U.S. is
unable to maintain a full security rela-
tionship with a key partner in com-
bating terrorism.

Even today, Turkey continues to use
its U.S.-backed military might to
threaten Cyprus’ energy exploration by
continually harassing drilling vessels
in its exclusive economic zone. And
Turkey is not merely threatening the
Republic of Cyprus, but significant
American investments by ExxonMobil
and Noble Energy and the interests of
key U.S. allies in Greece, Egypt, and
Israel, all of whom are partners with
Cyprus on energy developments.

The outdated and ineffective arms
embargo forces Cyprus, an EU member,
and one of only three countries with a
status of forces agreement with Israel,
to obtain defense articles from coun-
tries like Russia that seek to under-
mine U.S. interests in the region.

We mneed to enact policies that
strengthen our relationship with Cy-
prus and counteract dangerous ele-
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ments in the region which threaten our
national security interests and the in-
terests of our allies and partners in the
Eastern Mediterranean.

Our inability to provide Cyprus with
necessary equipment needed to defend
its sovereignty and its economic inter-
ests threatens our own national secu-
rity.

Lifting the arms embargo will allow
Cyprus to better establish itself as a
frontline state for Western security in-
terests, defend itself from external
threats, and will ensure that Cyprus is
no longer forced to seek assistance for
its defense from countries like Russia.
It will also make regional security co-
operation smoother for the United
States by making sure our partners
can obtain compatible defense systems
and training from the U.S. military.

My bipartisan amendment would re-
peal the ineffective embargo and en-
sure that Cyprus has the equipment
necessary to continue to help the U.S.
combat terrorism and international
crime, and protect significant natural
gas finds and the infrastructure that
can bring this energy source to Europe.

The Senate has already taken up this
issue and passed language to repeal the
embargo with bipartisan support dur-
ing its consideration of the NDAA. The
House should follow suit and support
passage of my bipartisan amendment.

Mr. Chairman, Cyprus is a vital and
strategic international partner, and we
need to make sure we are treating it as
such. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate the comments of the
gentleman from Rhode Island, and I
want to agree in substantial measure
with what he said about the progress
that Cyprus has made both in coun-
tering Russian influence and in com-
bating international money laundering
and other issues on which we have been
working with them. I do believe that,
as the gentleman indicated, the embar-
go that has been in place since 1987
ought to be considered and looked at,
and there ought to at least be consid-
ered a plan to gradually move away
from that embargo if and as Cyprus
continues to make progress in weaning
itself off Russian weapons and the
other priorities that we have with
them.

What I worry about is, all of a sud-
den, in a total of a 10-minute debate on
the National Defense Authorization
Act, that we come in and say, ‘‘Okay,
the embargo is gone; what has been in
place since 1987, never mind anymore,”’
without really thinking through the
consequences and having that plan
that helps us work with Cyprus to get
to a better place.

And I don’t need to remind Members
that this area is very complex, with a
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number of actors that have intense in-
terest in what happens in Cyprus and
in the region. I am not saying that we
don’t move in that direction, but I am
saying, to come here with a 10-minute
debate and say, ‘‘Okay, never mind
what we have done since 1987’ is
fraught with danger.

So, for that reason, I must oppose
this amendment. 1 appreciate the
progress that is being made. I think it
is important to look for ways to build
on that progress, but for us to come in
and say, ‘‘Oh, never mind; we are going
to upend something that has been in
place for so many years’” would be dan-
gerous.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his thoughts.
I would only say that the best way to
assist Cyprus in weaning itself from
the reliance of Russian weaponry is to
lift the arms embargo, and this is
something that both Cyprus and the
United States have studied for a very
long time. The best way to strengthen
this partnership and alliance is to re-
peal this embargo.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank my colleague, Con-
gressman GUS BILIRAKIS, for cospon-
soring this amendment and for his
leadership on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chair, | rise today in
strong support of the amendment put forward
by my good friend, Representative CICILLINE,
to lift the antiquated and failed prohibition on
defense article and service transfers to our
Eastern Mediterranean ally—the Republic of
Cyprus.

In 1987, the U.S. Department of State
placed the Republic of Cyprus on a list of
countries to which sales and transfers of de-
fense articles and services is prohibited under
the International Trade in Arms Regulations.
The reason for the prohibition has never been
clear. However, it appears to have been im-
posed in the erroneous belief that it would
somehow encourage Greek Cypriots and
Turkish Cypriots to resolve the nearly 45—year
division of the territory of Cyprus.

Unfortunately, no progress toward a peace-
ful and just settlement has occurred since the
prohibition was imposed in 1987. The lack of
progress is due to Turkish stubbornness most
recently demonstrated by Turkey’s insistence
on antiquated and obstructive stances, such
as the Treaty of Guarantee, which would allow
for future unilateral Turkish military interven-
tions and is completely unacceptable and con-
tradicts the governing principals of a European
Union member state.

It is time to lift the arms prohibition on the
Republic of Cyprus. It is in the best interests
of the United States for the Republic of Cy-
prus to look to the United States, and not any
other nation, to procure its defense articles.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
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tleman from Rhode Island
CICILLINE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Rhode Island will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 29 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

In subsection (b) of section 1087—

(1) redesignate paragraphs (7), (8), and (9)
as paragraphs (9), (10), and (11), respectively;
and

(2) insert after paragraph (6) the following:

(7) An analysis of reasons for any disparity
between third party public estimates and of-
ficial United States Government estimates
of civilian casualties resulting from United
States or joint operations, including with re-
spect to each specific mission, strike, en-
gagement, raid, or incident.

(8) A comparison of a representative sam-
ple of pre-strike collateral damage estimates
and confirmed civilian casualty incidents for
the purposes of developing possible expla-
nations for any gaps between the two and as-
sessing how to reduce such gaps.

In paragraph (10) of section 1087(b), as re-
designated, add at the end before the period
the following: ¢, including an analysis of the
principal and secondary causes of civilian
casualties in a suitably representative sam-
ple of air operations that includes both
planned and dynamic strikes”.

In paragraph (1) of section 1087(d), insert
‘“‘and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives”
after ‘‘congressional defense committees’.

At the end of subtitle G of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. . AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CIVILIAN
CASUALTY MATTERS.

(a) MODIFICATION OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR
PoLicY ON CIVILIAN CASUALTY MATTERS.—
Section 936 of the John S. McCain National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2019 (Public Law 115-232; 10 U.S.C. 134 note) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by inserting ‘‘appropriate to the specific
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regional circumstances’ after ‘‘publicly
available means’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘or in-person’ after

‘“‘Internet-based’’;

(B) in paragraph (5)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘, in-
cluding for acknowledging the status of any
individuals killed or injured who were ini-
tially reported as lawful targets, but subse-
quently determined not to be lawful targets”
after ‘‘operations’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(I) by inserting ‘‘or other assistance’ after
‘“‘payments’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘necessary’ and inserting
‘“‘reasonable and culturally appropriate’’; and

(C) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(D) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para-
graph (10); and
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(E) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(8) uniform processes and standards
across the combatant commands for inte-
grating civilian protection into operational
planning, including assessments of the opti-
mal staffing models for tracking, analyzing,
and responding to civilian casualties in
named military operations of various sizes
and compositions, to include multinational
coalition operations;

‘(9) cultivating, developing, retaining, and
disseminating lessons learned about the
proximate cause or causes of civilian casual-
ties, and practices developed to prevent,
mitigate, or respond to such -casualties;
and’’;

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d);

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

¢“(¢c) COORDINATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The senior civilian offi-
cial designated under subsection (a) shall de-
velop and implement steps to increase co-
ordination with the Chiefs of Mission and
other appropriate positions in the Depart-
ment of State in any country with respect to
which the policy required pursuant to sub-
section (a) is relevant.

¢(2) MATTERS FOR COORDINATION.—The co-
ordination required by paragraph (1) shall in-
clude the following:

““(A) The development of publicly available
means, appropriate to the specific regional
circumstances, including an internet-based
or in-person mechanism, for submission to
the United States Government of allegations
of civilian casualties resulting from United
States military operations.

‘““(B) The offering of reasonable and cul-
turally appropriate ex gratia payments or
other assistance to civilians who have been
injured, or to the families of civilians killed,
as a result of United States military oper-
ations.”’;

(4) by inserting after subsection (d), as re-
designated, the following:

‘‘(e) BRIEFING.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, the senior civilian official des-
ignated under subsection (a) shall brief the
congressional defense committees and the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives on—

‘(1) the updates made to the policy devel-
oped by the senior civilian official pursuant
to this section; and

‘(2) the efforts of the Department to im-
plement such updates.”’.

(b) MODIFICATION OF ANNUAL REPORT ON CI-
VILIAN CASUALTIES IN CONNECTION WITH
UNITED STATES MILITARY OPERATIONS.—Sec-
tion 1057 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2018 (Public Law
115-91) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘congres-
sional defense committees’” and inserting
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees’’;
and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
at the end and inserting the following: ‘‘and,
when relevant, makes ex gratia payments or
provides other assistance to the victims or
their families, including—

‘““(A) whether interviews were conducted
with witnesses and survivors of United
States lethal actions, directly or through a
third party or intermediary;

‘“(B) whether the investigation relied on
public reports or other nongovernmental
sources; and

‘(C) the process, criteria, and methodology
used to assess external allegations of civilian
casualties, including the sources of such alle-
gations.”’;
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(B) in paragraph (4), by adding at the end
before the period the following: ‘‘, including
any assistance and support, as appropriate,
provided for civilians displaced by such oper-
ations’’;

(C) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (9); and

(D) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing:

‘(6) A list of allegations where the Depart-
ment could confirm United States military
activity but could not confirm civilian cas-
ualties due to lack of evidence, and any steps
taken to further corroborate the allegations.

“(T) A list?of allegations that the Depart-
ment could not fully assess in a Civilian Cas-
ualty Assessment Review (CCAR) due to lack
of information and any steps taken to obtain
additional information needed to conduct a
CCAR.

‘“(8) A description of the specific criteria
the Department employed during the CCAR
to determine that a civilian casualty is more
likely than not to have occurred.’”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(f) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘ap-
propriate congressional committees’
means—

‘(1) the congressional defense committees;
and

‘(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. ENGEL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I always
view military policy as a measure of
last resort in our foreign policy. When
the American military is engaged any-
where in the world, it often comes at
the cost of American lives and the lives
of innocent civilians. These are the
most tragic costs of war, one reason
why we can never, ever be reckless in
the use of military force.

Civilian casualties are a tragedy.
They also give extremist groups fodder
to radicalize and recruit new fighters.
We need to do everything in our power
to reduce the number of civilian cas-
ualties. The Pentagon has made
progress in this area thanks in part to
new requirements Congress put in
place. My amendment would build on
this progress in a number of ways.

First of all, it would help fill in the
blanks when it comes to our own plan-
ning and reporting about civilian cas-
ualties. Right now, there tends to be a
big difference between what the De-
fense Department estimates in terms of
civilian casualties before a military
strike and what the Department re-
ports after and, again, a big difference
between our official reporting and what
NGOs report. My amendment would re-
quire a new analysis of these dispari-
ties to help figure out why we are get-
ting it wrong ahead of time and why
there is such a wide range of reporting
after the fact.

Secondly, while the Pentagon has
done good work developing sound poli-
cies in this area, more must be done on
implementation. My measure would
improve consistent standards across all
the combatant commands.
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Thirdly, this amendment will help
improve the way we gather informa-
tion about civilian casualties. It will
establish new criteria and methods to
assess allegations of casualties, and it
will make sure we work more effec-
tively with local populations.

Lastly, we need to understand that
the Defense Department needs to keep
learning and adapting. My amendment
would require standards for incor-
porating lessons learned so our policies
and practices will continue to improve
as time goes on.

Because this is a learning process, 1
will say that this amendment won’t
give us a perfect policy. We need to
keep working toward more comprehen-
sive, responsible ways of preventing
and addressing civilian casualties. We
need to keep giving the Defense De-
partment the tools it needs to do so.
This measure will provide a few more
of those tools, and I am glad the House
is able to consider it today.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me start off by being very clear
on this issue: Our military forces aim
for zero civilian casualties—zero—and
one civilian casualty during a military
operation is one too many. No one un-
derstands this better than our men and
women in uniform who go through ex-
treme efforts to continually avoid ci-
vilian casualties, and no committee
understands this better than the House
Armed Services Committee.

So this amendment that we are dis-
cussing now is one of several that we
have seen this year that unnecessarily
expand and increase reporting on civil-
ian casualties and allegations of civil-
ian casualties caused by our men and
women in uniform.

I am disappointed that, once again,
the majority chose to give up Defense
Committee jurisdiction to another out-
side committee. So this amendment
would, in effect, give an outside com-
mittee additional reporting on what
amounts to ongoing and current mili-
tary operations.

To date, this has been the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Defense Commit-
tee’s. In fact, the civilian casualty
frameworks that we are discussing
today were put in place in previous
NDAAs under the previous Republican
majority on a bipartisan basis. We
tried to work in additional edits to this
amendment, given the importance of
this issue, but those edits were refused
by the majority, which is why we are
debating this today.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BACON).
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Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak on this.

After serving 30 years in the Air
Force and serving with multiple air op-
eration centers, I know how hard our
military works to get this right. Our
military forces go through extreme
measures to avoid civilian casualties.

At any given time, combatant com-
manders have multiple boards, centers,
cells, and working groups that are fo-
cused on reducing civilian casualties,
in addition to the work of the various
target development working groups.

Additionally, there are significant
and recurring legal reviews conducted
as proposed targets are evaluated for
compliance with the law of war by
judge advocates, legal advisers, and
target engagement authorities—and
this is before any strike is even taken.

To evaluate civilian casualties and
allegations, military commanders look
at and consider reports from all
sources, including NGOs, credible
media sources and outlets, and even so-
cial media.

In addition to evaluating all these
various reports, they look at the video
surveillance that they have and other
forms of data from their ISR assets,
witness observations; they take human
intelligence and other forms of intel-
ligence.

Of course, there are going to be dif-
ferences in initial reporting—and
sometimes even months afterwards—
between what DOD sees and what other
groups are seeing, but this is war, and
war is chaos. And our adversaries fre-
quently also inflate civilian losses to
further their aims.

So my position is this. We have a
great process in place. It is working.
The military has given it their very
best to get this right. The integrity of
our military commanders is such that
we can trust their effort with what
they are doing now, and any discrep-
ancies, they are acknowledged and
they are investigated, and they try to
get it as right as they can.

To say our military does not take
these allegations of civilian casualties
seriously means you don’t understand
the policy, the process, and the level of
effort that goes into avoiding these
casualties in the first place. And inves-
tigating any allegations of civilian
causalities in any post operation, they
do their very best to get this right.

Our military is working hard. They
are trying to achieve our objectives. I
stand in objection to the amendment.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that I would respectfully remind
my colleagues that the Foreign Affairs
Committee has jurisdiction over au-
thorizations for the use of military
force, and military strikes are con-
ducted under authority from the For-
eign Affairs Committee. It shares juris-
diction.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, this isn’t
an easy subject to deal with, but it
cannot be swept under the rug. It is
good that the Pentagon has taken
steps in recent years to adopt stronger
and more responsible policies when it
comes to civilian casualties.
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We need to keep pressing forward on
this work to make sure we have the
best information, to make sure this is
a problem taken seriously and being
dealt with, and to make sure the
United States is behaving responsibly
when these tragedies do occur.

Mr. Chair, I ask for Members to sup-
port this measure, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chair, in clos-
ing, again, I think it is important to
note that as a matter of practice on
the ground, we want zero civilian cas-
ualties, not only for law of war and
ethical reasons but because our troops
are often there to work alongside and
protect civilian populations, so any un-
necessary force creates additional en-
emies. One civilian casualty is one too
many.

But this amendment is unnecessary
because there are already considerable
policies in place and reporting that oc-
curs to minimize any and all civilian
casualties.

This amendment is also unnecessary
because there is, in addition, substan-
tial and continued coordination that
occurs between the DOD and the State
Department, starting at the country
team level and extending back to the
Pentagon and Foggy Bottom, which
also includes coordination with the Na-
tional Security Council and the intel-
ligence community.

Again, we don’t want to give up our
jurisdiction on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee when we are talking
about military operations and knowing
that our troops do anything and every-
thing they can to ensure there are zero
civilian casualties.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. STEFANIK. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 31 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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At the appropriate place in subtitle D of
title XII, insert the following:

SEC. 12 . REPORTS RELATING TO THE NEW
START TREATY.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the United States should seek
to extend the New START Treaty, from its
initial termination date in February 2021 to
February 2026, as provided for under Article
XIV of the Treaty, unless—

(1) the President determines and informs
the appropriate congressional committees
that Russia is in material breach of the
Treaty; or

(2) the Treaty is superseded by a new arms
control agreement that provides equal or
greater constraints, transparency, and
verification measures with regard to Rus-
sia’s nuclear forces.

(b) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO WITH-
DRAW FROM THE NEW START TREATY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
none of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able to the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 2020 may be used to take any action to
withdraw the United States from the New
START Treaty, unless the President deter-
mines and so informs the appropriate con-
gressional committees that Russia is in ma-
terial breach of the Treaty.

(c) ASSESSMENTS FROM DIRECTOR OF NA-
TIONAL INTELLIGENCE.—

(1) RELATING TO EXPIRATION OF NEW START
TREATY.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees an
intelligence assessment based on all sources
of the national security and intelligence im-
plications of the expiration of the New
START Treaty without the United States
and Russia having entered into a new arms
control agreement that provides equal or
greater constraints, transparency, and
verification measures with regard to Rus-
sia’s nuclear forces. The assessment shall be
submitted in an unclassified form, but may
contain a classified annex, and shall include
the following elements:

(A) A description of the size and posture of
Russia’s nuclear forces, including strategic
nuclear warheads and strategic delivery ve-
hicles, as well as predicted force levels
through February 2026 under each of the fol-
lowing potential scenarios:

(i) The Treaty expires in February 2026
without such a replacement agreement.

(ii) The Treaty is extended until February
2026.

(B) A description of Russia’s likely re-
sponse to an expiration of the New START
Treaty, including potential changes to Rus-
sia’s nuclear forces, conventional forces, as
well as Russia’s willingness to negotiate an
arms control agreement on Russian non-
strategic or tactical nuclear weapons, short-
and-intermediate-range delivery systems,
(including dual-capable and nuclear-only),
and new strategic delivery systems (such as
the kinds announced by President Putin on
March 1, 2018) in the future.

(C) An assessment of the strategic impact
on United States and Russian strategic nu-
clear forces if the Treaty is not extended and
such an agreement is not concluded, includ-
ing the likelihood that Russia pursues new
strategic offensive arms research and devel-
opment programs.

(D) An assessment of the potential quan-
tity of Russia’s new strategic delivery sys-
tems (such as the kinds announced by Presi-
dent Putin on March 1, 2018) between 2021
and 2026, and the impact to strategic sta-
bility between Russia and the United States
as related to Russia’s existing strategic
forces.
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(E) An assessment of the impact on United
States allies if the limitations on Russia’s
nuclear forces are dissolved if the Treaty is
not extended and such an agreement is not
concluded.

(F) A description of the verification and
transparency benefits of the Treaty and a de-
scription of the Treaty’s impact on the
United States’ understanding of Russia’s
military and nuclear forces.

(G) An assessment of how the United
States’ confidence in its understanding of
Russia’s strategic nuclear arsenal and future
nuclear force levels would be impacted if the
Treaty is not extended and such an agree-
ment is not concluded.

(H) An assessment of what actions would
be necessary for the United States to reme-
diate the loss of the Treaty’s verification
and transparency benefits if the Treaty is
not extended and such an agreement is not
concluded, and an estimate of the remedial
resources required to ensure no concomitant
loss of understanding of Russia’s military
and nuclear forces.

(2) RELATING TO RUSSIA’S WILLINGNESS TO
ENGAGE IN NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIA-
TIONS.—Not later than 180 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees an intel-
ligence assessment based on all sources of
Russia’s willingness to engage in nuclear
arms control negotiations and Russia’s pri-
orities in these negotiations. The assessment
shall be submitted in an unclassified form
but may contain a classified annex, and shall
include the following elements:

(A) An assessment of Russia’s willingness
to extend the New START Treaty and its
likely negotiating position to discuss such
an extension with the United States.

(B) An assessment of Russia’s interest in
negotiating a broader arms control agree-
ment that would include nuclear weapons
systems not accountable under the New
START Treaty, including non-strategic nu-
clear weapons.

(C) An assessment of what concessions
Russia would likely seek from the United
States during such negotiations, including
what additional United States’ military ca-
pabilities Russia would seek to limit, in any
broader arms control negotiation.

(d) REPORTS AND BRIEFING FROM SEC-
RETARY OF STATE.—

(1) RELATING TO NATO, NATO MEMBER COUN-
TRIES, AND OTHER UNITED STATES ALLIES.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense, shall submit a report, which shall
be in an unclassified form but may contain a
classified annex, and provide a briefing to
the appropriate congressional committees
that includes—

(A) an assessment of the likely reactions of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), NATO member countries, and other
United States allies to a United States deci-
sion not to extend the New START Treaty or
enter into a new agreement with Russia to
replace the Treaty that provides equal or
greater constraints, transparency, and
verification measures with regard to Rus-
sia’s nuclear forces; and

(B) a description of the consultations un-
dertaken with such allies in which the New
START Treaty was raised, and the level of
allied interest in, recommendations on, or
concerns raised with respect to discussions
between the United States and Russia relat-
ing to the Treaty and other related matters.

(2) RELATING TO ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE NEW START TREATY.—Not later than 60
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, and every 90 days thereafter until the
New START Treaty is extended or expires,
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the Secretary of State, in consultation with
the Secretary of Defense, shall submit a re-
port, which shall be in an unclassified form
but may contain a classified annex, to the
appropriate congressional committees with
an assessment of the following elements:

(A) Whether the Russian Federation re-
mains in compliance with its obligations
under the New START Treaty.

(B) Whether implementation of the New
START Treaty remains in the national secu-
rity interest of the United States.

(3) RELATING TO OTHER MATTERS.—Not later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, and every 180 days thereafter
until the New START Treaty is extended or
expires, the Secretary of State, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Defense, shall pro-
vide a briefing to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that includes the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) A description of any discussions with
Russia on the Treaty or on a broader, multi-
lateral arms control treaty with Russia and
other countries on the reduction and limita-
tion of strategic offensive arms, and discus-
sions addressing the disparity between the
non-strategic nuclear weapons stockpiles of
Russia and of the United States, at the As-
sistant Secretary level, Ambassadorial level,
or higher.

(B) The dates, locations, discussion topics,
agenda, outcomes, and Russian interlocutors
involved in those discussions.

(C) An identification of the United States
Government departments and agencies in-
volved in the discussions.

(D) The types of systems, both nuclear and
nonnuclear, discussed by either side in such
discussions as the potential subjects of an
agreement.

(E) Whether an offer of extension of the
Treaty for any length of time, or to nego-
tiate a new agreement, has been offered by
either side.

(e) REPORT AND BRIEFING FROM SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with
the Secretary of Energy and the Secretary of
State, shall submit a report, which shall be
in unclassified form but may contain a clas-
sified annex, and provide a briefing to the ap-
propriate congressional committees that in-
cludes—

(1) an assessment of the impact on the
United States nuclear arsenal and posture of
the expiration of the New START Treaty
without the United States and Russia having
entered into a new agreement with Russia to
replace the Treaty that provides equal or
greater constraints, transparency, and
verification measures with regard to Rus-
sia’s nuclear forces;

(2) a description of the potential changes
to the expected force structure of the Armed
Forces to respond to potential changes in
Russia’s nuclear posture if the limitations in
the Treaty are no longer in force, and in the
absence of such a new bilateral or multilat-
eral agreement, and an estimation of ex-
pected costs necessary to make such changes
to the force structure of the Armed Forces;

(3) a description, to be submitted jointly
with the Secretary of Energy, of potential
changes to the modernization plan for the
United States nuclear weapons complex,
which anticipates the continued existence of
the Treaty, if the Treaty is not extended or
such a new bilateral or multilateral agree-
ment is not concluded;

(4) a description of the strategic impact on
United States and Russian strategic nuclear
forces if the Treaty is not extended or such
a new bilateral or multilateral agreement is
not concluded; and

(5) a description of potential changes re-
garding United States nuclear weapons for-
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ward deployed to Europe and regarding the
nuclear deterrent of the United Kingdom and
France, if the Treaty is not extended or such
a new bilateral or multilateral agreement is
not concluded.

(f) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION IN ADVANCE
OF EXPIRATION OF NEW START TREATY.—Not
later than September 7, 2020, if the New
START Treaty has not been extended, and if
the United States and Russia have not en-
tered into a new treaty to replace the New
START Treaty, the President shall submit a
report, which shall be in an unclassified form
but may contain a classified annex, to the
appropriate congressional committees that
contains the following elements—

(1) an assessment as to whether the limits
of the New START Treaty on Russia’s stra-
tegic nuclear forces advance United States
national security interests;

(2) an explanation of how the United States
will address the imminent expiration of the
New START Treaty, including—

(A) a plan to extend the New START Trea-
ty before it expires;

(B) a plan to otherwise retain the Treaty’s
limits on Russia’s nuclear forces; or

(C) a plan to provide for the expiration of
the Treaty, including—

(i) a justification for why the expiration of
the Treaty is in the national security inter-
est of the United States; and

(ii) a plan, including steps the United
States military and the intelligence commu-
nity will take before February 5, 2021, to ac-
count for the expiration of the Treaty and
the failure to replace it with a new agree-
ment to maintain confidence in United
States nuclear deterrence requirements and
a similar level of confidence in intelligence
information regarding Russia’s nuclear
forces.

(g) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS IN EVENT OF EXPIRATION OF
NEw START TREATY.—If the New START
Treaty expires before the United States and
Russia enter into a new arms control agree-
ment to replace the Treaty that provides
equal or greater constraints, transparency,
and verification measures with regard to the
Russia’s nuclear forces, not later than 30
days after such expiration—

(1) the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report describing changes to the expected
force structure of the Armed Forces and esti-
mating the expected costs necessary to make
such changes; and

(2) the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Energy shall jointly submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port—

(A) describing the manner in which the
current United States nuclear modernization
plan, which anticipates the continued exist-
ence of the Treaty, will be modified without
the existence of the Treaty; and

(B) including—

(i) the information required to be sub-
mitted in the report required by section 1043
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81; 125
Stat. 1576);

(ii) a separate 10-year cost estimate from
the Department of Defense to implement a
nuclear sustainment plan; and

(iii) a separate 10-year cost estimate from
the Department of Energy to implement a
nuclear sustainment and modernization
plan.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’” means—

(A) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
Committee on Armed Services, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of
the House of Representatives; and
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(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Armed Services, and the
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate.

(2) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY.—The term
“‘intelligence community’’ has the meaning
given that term in section 3 of the National
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3003).

(3) NEW START TREATY; TREATY.—The terms
“New START Treaty” and ‘“Treaty’” mean
the Treaty between the United States of
America and the Russian Federation on
Measures for the Further Reduction and
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,
signed on April 8, 2010, and entered into force
on February 5, 2011.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. ENGEL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, my amend-
ment is something that really should
be a no-brainer. It says we need to
maintain strong and verifiable limits
on Russia’s nuclear forces.

We all know that a robust nuclear de-
terrent has been a pillar of American
security since the beginning of the
Cold War, but so has arms control.

Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations alike have used arms control
agreements to constrain Russia’s nu-
clear forces. These agreements have al-
lowed us to keep eyes on the ground so
we can confirm what the Russians are
doing.

They have stopped arms races. They
have strengthened peace. I fear this ad-
ministration wants to throw all of that
out the window.

The President’s withdrawal from the
INF Treaty is sending us down a dan-
gerous path toward a renewed nuclear
arms race. Don’t get me wrong: Rus-
sia’s violation of the INF Treaty is un-
acceptable, but the question is how we
respond to it. Instead of using diplo-
macy and pressure to push the Rus-
sians back into compliance, the admin-
istration is following Russia’s lead and
walking away. This sends a terrible
message and signals a broader ideolog-
ical contempt for the value of arms
control.

Now the debate is shifting to New
START. This treaty has won the praise
of diplomats and defense and intel-
ligence officials as a tool for advancing
our national security interests. It al-
lows us to keep a lid on competition
with a hostile Russia. The New START
Treaty places strong limits on Russia’s
strategic nuclear forces, meaning the
nuclear weapons that can reach the
United States.

This treaty also gives us strong
mechanisms to make sure Russia is
holding up its end of the bargain. It
provides unique insights into Russia’s
nuclear forces, information that would
be impossible to replace. Indeed, up to
this point, the State Department has
certified that Russia is in full compli-
ance with the New START Treaty.

The clock is ticking. The New
START Treaty is set to expire in a
year and a half. It can be extended an-
other 5 years until 2026, but only if the
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United States and Russia agree to do
SO.

My amendment sets out what should
be a commonsense approach. It says
that as long as Russia remains in com-
pliance with the treaty, the adminis-
tration should work to extend the New
START Treaty unless the administra-
tion can complete a replacement agree-
ment with equal or greater constraints
on the Russians.

We cannot accept anything less.

The amendment also requires a series
of reports from the administration on
potential consequences if the treaty
lapses and requires the President to
present a plan to Congress on how to
deal with these consequences.

Like so many other aspects of its for-
eign policy, the Trump administration
has sent confusing messages about ex-
tending the treaty. They recently
called it ‘‘unlikely,” noting a desire to
move beyond the existing arms control
regime with Russia to tackle other
issues like tactical nuclear weapons
and China.

Those are important issues, too. I
agree with that. The United States
should push ahead with a new arms
control agreement, but in the mean-
time, we shouldn’t throw out the baby
with the bathwater. We should extend
New START. After all, we cannot allow
Russia free rein to expand its nuclear
forces.

What I hope this administration un-
derstands is that arms control is a crit-
ical tool in a much broader effort as we
compete with Russia. Arms control re-
duces uncertainty. It creates patterns
and predictability. It helps us make
sure our forces and programs are tai-
lored to deal with the challenges we
are facing.

Mr. Chair, I ask Members to support
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Wyoming is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, I applaud
my colleague’s determination to ensure
that the United States is doing every-
thing possible to prevent the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. Unfortu-
nately, I think this amendment does
not have that impact.

We are engaged now in a situation
with respect to New START, that it is
a treaty that was designed, imple-
mented, and adopted in a world that is
very different from the one in which we
live today.

Those of us on this side of the aisle
do not suggest, and are not suggesting,
that we should withdraw from the trea-
ty, so it is a little bit disingenuous for
the amendment to suggest that no
funds should be used to withdraw. We
do not want to withdraw from the trea-
ty. It is an important treaty. However,
we also think we shouldn’t blindly ex-
tend the treaty.

In today’s world, in which we know
the treaty does not cover the types of
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weapons that the Russians are devel-
oping, nor does it cover at all the types
of weapons systems that the Chinese
are developing and deploying, we want
to make sure that the United States is
able to provide those kinds of restric-
tions across the board, not simply
stick to a treaty that limits only par-
ticular types of weapons systems and
only with respect to Russia.

Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment
because I think it is very important
that we not tie the President’s hands,
that we not send that message to the
President and to our adversaries.

I think the Russians would very
much like to see this treaty extended
as it is. They would very much like to
not be constrained in the development
of tactical nuclear weapons and the de-
velopment and deployment of systems
that aren’t covered by the treaty.

Those of us who are arguing in favor
of ensuring the treaty covers all the
threats would like to see a much more
robust arms control system than the
one that would be in place if we simply
extended this treaty without consid-
ering the possibility of including the
Chinese and the Russians. The adminis-
tration, in fact, has said precisely that.

The President has urged that the Na-
tional Security Council look at ways
that we can make sure the treaty cov-
ers all of our security needs, not sim-
ply extend it beyond the 2021 date.

We think it is important that the
President have that ability. We also
think it is important that the Congress
not send a message to our adversaries
that we are simply urging the Presi-
dent to extend this treaty as is.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, may I inquire
as to how much time I have remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York has 1 minute remain-
ing.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, then let me
split it. I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
KEATING), a well-respected member of
the Foreign Affairs Committee and one
of our subcommittee chairs.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chair, I rise in
support of Chairman ENGEL’s amend-
ment, inspired by a bipartisan New
START bill, which is cosponsored by
Mr. McCAUL, the ranking member, and
of which I am a proud cosponsor. It is
a bill that urges extension of the New
START Treaty.

Russia’s broad range of destabilizing
influence is well known. We need to do
everything we can to constrain Rus-
sia’s arsenal to the best of our ability,
and we have an effective tool in place.

We have heard from so many leaders
about why this is important, people
who support this amendment, like Gen-
eral John Hyten, Commander of the
United States Strategic Command.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, I yield 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOULTON).

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Chair, I want to
point out that I agree with my col-
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league that this treaty is outdated,
that Russia and China are developing
weapons that exceed what is included
here, but that is all the more reason
why we need the time afforded by ex-
tending this treaty to develop a strong-
er replacement.

We shouldn’t do what Russia wants.
That is why I oppose this President,
which Russia wants.

We need to have a stronger replace-
ment for this treaty, and this amend-
ment does exactly that. It gives us the
time to get there while ensuring our
safety in the meantime.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chair, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Wyoming has 2% minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY), my colleague, the

esteemed ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee.
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I

thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, I simply want to make
two points.

One is that the Under Secretary of
State for Arms Control is supposed to
meet with her Russian counterpart on
this issue next week. What are we
doing? We come to the floor, and we
want to tie her hands. We want to re-
strict her ability to negotiate with the
Russians. That doesn’t make any sense
to me.

There has been discussion about
flaws in the treaty, how it has not kept
up with changes in technology. Yet the
House wants to come and say, ‘“‘Well,
we think we ought to extend it any-
way,”’” giving the Russians a benefit
that they don’t have to give anything
up for.

It may be that we come to a point
where we think extending New START
makes sense. The Russians ought to
participate in that as part of a negotia-
tion, not a unilateral move for us.

Secondly, I have to note more broad-
ly in this bill that when New START
was ratified, part of the agreement
was, yes, we will go down to a lower
number of nuclear weapons, but we are
going to put increased investment into
the nuclear weapons complex to make
it more responsive, because with lower
weapons, if something goes wrong, you
have less margin for error.

This bill before us cuts the requested
funding from the nuclear weapons com-
plex. It cuts funding requested for the
Minuteman III replacement. It cuts in
a variety of ways our attempt to have
a strong nuclear deterrent.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, I am pre-
pared to close.

Mr. Chair, I would like to ensure that
our colleagues recognize the limita-
tions of the treaty that my colleague,
Mr. ENGEL, is suggesting we extend.

The treaty is insufficient with re-
spect to the arms that it limits. The
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treaty is insufficient with respect to
the participants in the treaty. The
treaty also has an insufficient verifica-
tion regime.

It is crucially important that we
make sure that we arm those who are
negotiating these treaties with the
support that they need to conclude a
treaty that fundamentally supports the
security of the Nation.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York will be
postponed.

0 1330
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 116-
143 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. SPEIER of
California.

Amendment No. 6 by Ms. SPEIER of
California.

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. BRINDISI of
New York.

Amendment No.
California.

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia.

Amendment No.

10 by Mrs. TORRES of

14 by Ms. SHALALA of

Florida.

Amendment No. 17 by Ms. OMAR of
Minnesota.

Amendment No. 19 by Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

Amendment No. 21 by Mr. SHERMAN
of California.

Amendment No. 23 by Mr. TED LIEU
of California.

Amendment No. 24 by Mr. TED LIEU
of California.

Amendment No. 26 by Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

Amendment No. 27 by Mr. CICILLINE
of Rhode Island.

Amendment No. 29 by Mr. ENGEL of
New York.

Amendment No. 31 by Mr. ENGEL of
New York.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

WASHINGTON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The

redesignate
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Clerk will
amendment.

the

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 193,
not voting 9, as follows:

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Amash

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcila (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden

[Roll No. 438]

AYES—236

Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar

Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Stivers
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

July 11, 2019

NOES—193
Abraham Gonzalez-Colon Norman
Aderholt (PR) Nunes
Allen Gooden Olson
Amodei Gosar Palazzo
Armstrong Granger Palmer
Arrington Graves (GA) Pence
Babin Graves (LA) Perry
Bacon Graves (MO) Posey
Baird Green (TN) Ratcliffe
Balderson Griffith Reed
Banks Grothman Reschenthaler
Barr Guest Rice (SC)
Bergman Guthrie Riggleman
Biggs Hagedorn Roby
Bilirakis Harris Rodgers (WA)
Bishop (UT) Hartzler Roe, David P.
Bost Hern, Kevin Rogers (AL)
Brady Herrera Beutler Rogers (KY)
Brooks (AL) Hice (GA) Rooney (FL)
Brooks (IN) Hill (AR) Rose, John W.
Holding Rouzer

gﬁgianan Hollingsworth Roy
Bucshon Hudson Rutherford
Budd Huizenga Scalise
Burchett Hunter Schweikert
Burgess Hurd (TX) Scott, Austin
Byrne Johnson (LA) Sensenbrenner
Calvert Johnson (OH) Shimkus
Carter (GA) Johnson (SD) Simpson
Carter (TX) Jordan Smith (MO)
Chabot Joyce (OH) Smith (NE)
Cheney Joyce (PA) Smith (NJ)
Cline Katko Smucker
Cloud Keller Spano
Evam g

; elly ) tefani
Collins (GA) King (IA) Steil
Collins (NY) King (NY) Steube
Comer Kinzinger Stewart
Conaway Kustoff (TN) Taylor
Cook LaHood Thompson (PA)
Crawford LaMalfa Thornberry
Crenshaw Lamborn Tipton
Curtis Latta Turner
Davidson (OH) Lesko Upton
Davis, Rodney Long Wagner
DesJarlais Loudermilk Walberg
Diaz-Balart Lucas Walden
Duffy Luetkemeyer Walker
Duncan Marchant Walorski
Dunn Marshall Waltz
Emmer Mast Watkins
Estes McCarthy Weber (TX)
Ferguson McCaul Webster (FL)
Fleischmann McClintock Wenstrup
Flores McHenry Westerman
Fortenberry McKinley Williams
Foxx (NC) Meadows Wilson (SC)
Fulcher Meuser Wittman
Gaetz Miller Womack
Gallagher Mitchell Woodall
Gianforte Moolenaar Wright
Gibbs Mooney (WV) Yoho
Gohmert Mullin Young
Gonzalez (OH) Newhouse Zeldin

NOT VOTING—9
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen
Higgins (LA) Perlmutter Timmons
[ 1358

Messrs. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma
and YOHO changed their vote from
“aye’ to ‘“no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. TIMMONS. Mr. Chair, | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “nay” on rollcall No. 438.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. SPEIER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SPEIER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

the
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The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 187,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 439]

is a 2-
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RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 199,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 440]

is a 2-

AYES—242

Adams Gomez Ocasio-Cortez
Aguilar Gongzalez (TX) Omar
Allred Gottheimer Pallone
Axne Green, Al (TX) Panetta
Barragan Grijalva Pappas
Bass Haaland Pascrell
Beatty Harder (CA) Payne
Bera Hastings Peters
Beyer Hayes Peterson
Bishop (GA) Heck Phillips
Blumenauer Higgins (NY) Pingree
Blunt Rochester  Hill (CA) Pocan
Bonamici Himes Porter
Boyle, Brendan Hollingsworth Pressley

F. Horn, Kendra S. Price (NC)
Brindisi Horsford Quigley
Brooks (IN) Houlahan Raskin
Brown (MD) Hoyer Reed
Brownley (CA) Huffman Rice (NY)
Bustos Hurd (TX) Richmond
Butterfield Jackson Lee
Carbajal Jayapal Rose (NY)
Cardenas Jeffries Rouda
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Cartwright Johnson (TX) Ruiz
Case Kaptur Ruppersberger
Casten (IL) Katko Rush
Castor (FL) Keating Ryan
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) Sablan
Chu, Judy Kennedy San Nicolas
Cicilline Khanna Sanchez
Cisneros Kildee Sarbanes
Clark (MA) Kilmer Scanlon
Clarke (NY) Kim Schakowsky
Clay Kind Schiff
Cleaver Kirkpatrick Schneider
Clyburn Krishnamoorthi Schrader
Cohen Kuster (NH) Schrier
Connolly Lamb Scott (VA)
Cooper Langevin Scott, David
Correa Larsen (WA) Serrano
Costa Larson (CT) Sewell (AL)
Courtney Lawrence Shalala
Cox (CA) Lawson (FL) Sherman
Craig Lee (CA) Sherrill
Crist Lee (NV) Sires
Crow Levin (CA) Slotkin
Cuellar Levin (MI) Smith (WA)
Cummings Lewis Soto
Cunl"ungham L}e1'1, ng Spanberger
Davids (KS) Lipinski Speier
Davis (CA) Loebsack Stanton
Davis, Danny K.  Lofgren Stefanik
Dean Lowenthal St

. evens

DeFazio Lowey Stivers
DeGette Lujan Suozzi
DeLauro Luria
DelBene Lynch Swalwell (CA)
Delgado Malinowski Talkano
Demings Maloney, Thompson (CA)
DeSaulnier Carolyn B. Thompson (MS)
Deutch Maloney, Sean Titus
Dingell Matsui Tlaib
Doggett McAdams Tonko
Doyle, Michael ~ McBath Torres (CA)

F. MecCollum Torres Small
Engel McEachin (NM)
Escobar McGovern Trahan
Eshoo Meeks Trone
Espaillat Meng Underwood
Evans Moore Upton
Finkenauer Morelle Van Drew
Fitzpatrick Moulton Vargas
Fletcher Mucarsel-Powell ~ Veasey
Foster Murphy Vela
Frankel Nadler Velazquez
Gallego Napolitano Visclosky
Garamendi Neal Walden
Garcia (IL) Neguse Wasserman
Garcia (TX) Norcross Schultz
Golden O’Halleran Waters

Watson Coleman Wexton Wilson (FL)
Welch Wild Yarmuth
NOES—187
Abraham Gonzalez (OH) Newhouse
Aderholt Gonzalez-Colon Norman
Allen (PR) Nunes
Amash Gooden Olson
Amodei Gosar Palazzo
Armstrong Granger Pence
Arrington Graves (GA) Perry
Babin Graves (LA) Posey
Bagon Graves (MO) Ratcliffe
Baird Grgep (TN) Reschenthaler
Balderson Griffith Rice (SC)
Banks Grothman Riggleman
Barr Guest Roby
Bgrgman Guthrie Rodgers (WA)
Bigss Hagedorn Roe, David P.
B%hrakls Harris Rogers (AL)
Bishop (UT) Hartzler ) Rogers (KY)
Bost Hern, Kevin Rooney (FL)
Brady Herrera Beutler Rose, John W.
Brooks (AL) Hice (GA) Rouzer
Buchanan Hill (AR) Roy
Buck Holding Rutherford
Bucshon Hudson Scalise
Budd Huizenga Schweikert
Burchett Hunter Scott, Austin
Burgess Johnson (LA) S ’ N
ensenbrenner
Byrne Johnson (OH) Shimkus
Calvert Johnson (SD) Simpson
Carter (GA) Jordan Smith (MO)
Carter (TX) Joyce (OH) .
Chabot Joyce (PA) Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Cheney Keller
Cline Kelly (MS) Smucker
Cloud Kelly (PA) Spano
Cole King (IA) Stauber
Collins (GA) King (NY) Steil
Collins (NY) Kinzinger Steube
Comer Kustoff (TN) Stewart
Conaway LaHood Taylor
Cook LaMalfa Thompson (PA)
Crawford Lamborn Thornberry
Crenshaw Latta Timmons
Curtis Lesko Tipton
Davidson (OH) Long Turner
Davis, Rodney Loudermilk Wagner
DesJarlais Lucas Walberg
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Walker
Duffy Marchant Walorski
Duncan Marshall Waltz
Dunn Massie Watkins
Emmer Mast Weber (TX)
Estes McCarthy Webster (FL)
Ferguson McCaul Wenstrup
Fleischmann McClintock Westerman
Flores McHenry Williams
Fortenberry McKinley Wilson (SC)
Foxx (NC) Meadows Wittman
Fulcher Meuser Womack
Gaetz Miller Woodall
Gallagher Mitchell Wright
Gianforte Moolenaar Yoho
Gibbs Mooney (WV) Young
Gohmert Mullin Zeldin
NOT VOTING—9
Fudge McNerney Perlmutter
Gabbard Norton Plaskett
Higgins (LA) Palmer Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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Ms. STEFANIK changed her vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. SPEIER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SPEIER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

AYES—231
Adams Golden Omar
Aguilar Gomez Pallone
Allred Gonzalez (TX) Panetta
Axne Gottheimer Pappas
Barragan Green, Al (TX) Pascrell
Bass Grijalva Payne
Beatty Haaland Peters
Bera Harder (CA) Phillips
Beyer Hastings Pingree
Bishop (GA) Hayes Pocan
Blumenauer Heck Porter
Blunt Rochester  Higgins (NY) Pressley
Bonamici Hill (CA) Price (NC)
Boyle, Brendan Himes Quigley
F. Horn, Kendra S.  Ragskin
Brindisi Horsford Rice (NY)
Brown (MD) Houlahan Richmond
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Rose (NY)
Bustos Huffman Rouda
Butterfield Jackson Lee Roybal-Allard
C@rbajal Jayapal Ruiz
Cardenas Jeffries Ruppersberger
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Rush
Cartwright Johnson (TX) Ryan
Case Kaptur Sablan
Casten (IL) Keating San Nicolas
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Sanchez
Castro (TX) Kennedy Sarbanes
Chu, Judy Khanna Scanlon
C}cﬂhne K%ldee Schakowsky
Cisneros Kilmer Schiff
Clark (MA) Kim Schneider
Clarke (NY) Kind Schrad
X . chrader
Clay Kirkpatrick Schrier
Cleaver Krishnamoorthi SC
Clyburn Kuster (NH) Cott (VA)A
Scott, David
Cohen Lamb Serrano
Connolly Langevin Sewell (AL)
Cooper Larsen (WA) Shalala,
Correa Larson (CT)
Costa Lawrence Sherman
Courtney Lawson (FL) Sherrill
Cox (CA) Lee (CA) Sires
Craig Lee (NV) Slotkin
Crist Levin (CA) Smith (WA)
Crow Levin (MI) Soto
Cuellar Lewis Spanberger
Cummings Lieu, Ted Speier
Cunningham Loebsack Stanton
Davids (KS) Lofgren Stevens
Davis (CA) Lowenthal Suozzi
Davis, Danny K. Lowey Swalwell (CA)
Dean Lujan Takano
DeFazio Luria Thompson (CA)
DeGette Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeLauro Malinowski Titus
DelBene Maloney, Tlaib
Delgado Carolyn B. Tonko
Demings Maloney, Sean Torres (CA)
DeSaulnier Matsui Torres Small
Deutch McAdams (NM)
Dingell McBath Trahan
Doggett McCollum Trone
Doyle, Michael McEachin Underwood
F. McGovern Van Drew
Engel Meeks Vargas
Escobar Meng Veasey
Eshoo Moore Vela
Espaillat Morelle Velazquez
Evans Moulton Visclosky
Finkenauer Mucarsel-Powell ~Wasserman
Fitzpatrick Murphy Schultz
Fletcher Nadler Waters
Foster Napolitano Watson Coleman
Frankel Neal Welch
Gallego Neguse Wexton
Garamendi Norcross Wild
Garcia (IL) O’Halleran Wilson (FL)
Garcia (TX) Ocasio-Cortez Yarmuth
NOES—199
Abraham Amash Arrington
Aderholt Amodei Babin
Allen Armstrong Bacon
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Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost
Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
Cloud
Cole
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)

Fudge
Gabbard
Higgins (LA)

Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Katko

Keller

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko
Lipinski
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer

NOT VOTING—8

McNerney
Norton
Perlmutter

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Pence

Perry
Peterson
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil

Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright

Yoho

Young
Zeldin

Plaskett
Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1409

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. BRINDISI

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BRIN-
DISI) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-

vailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.

redesignate

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 187,
not voting 8, as follows:

is a 2-

July 11, 2019

the

[Roll No. 441]

AYES—243
Adams Garcia (TX) Ocasio-Cortez
Aderholt Golden Omar
Aguilar Gomez Pallone
Allred Gonzalez (TX) Panetta
Axne Gonzalez-Colon Pappas
Barragan (PR) Pascrell
Bass Gottheimer Payne
Beatty Graves (LA) Peters
Bera Green, Al (TX) Peterson
Bergman Griffith Phillips
Beyer Grijalva Pingree
Bishop (GA) Haaland Pocan
Blumenauer Harder (CA) Pressley
Blunt Rochester  Hastings Price (NC)
Bonamici Hayes Quigley
Bost Heck Raskin
Boyle, Brendan Higgins (NY) Reed
F. Hill (CA) Rice (NY)
Brindisi Horn, Kendra 8. Richmond
Brown (MD) Horsford Rose (NY)
Brownley (CA) Houlahan Rouda
Buchanan Hoyer Roybal-Allard
Bustos Huffman Ruiz
Buttel_ffleld Hunter Ruppersberger
Carbajal Jackson Lee Rush
Cardenas Jayapal Ryan
Carson (IN) Jeffries Sablan
Cartwright Johnson (GA) San Nicolas
Case Johnson (TX) Sanchez
Casten (IL) Kaptur Scanlon
Castor (FL) Katko Schakowsky
Castro (TX) Keating Schi
chiff
Chu, Judy Kelly (IL) Schneider
Cicilline Kennedy Schrader
Cisneros Khanna Schrier
Clark (MA) Kildee
Clarke (NY) Kilmer Scott (VA)
N Scott, David
Clay Kim Sensenbrenner
Cleaver King (NY) Serrano
Clyburn Kirkpatrick
Cohen Krishnamoorthi Sewell (AL)
Collins (NY) Kuster (NH) Shalala
Connolly Lamb Sherman
Correa Langevin Sherrill
Costa Larson (CT) Sires )
Courtney Lawrence Slofzkln
Cox (CA) Lawson (FL) Sm}th (NJ)
Crist Lee (CA) Smith (WA)
Crow Lee (NV) Soto
Cuellar Levin (CA) Spanberger
Cummings Levin (MI) Speier
Davids (KS) Lewis Stanton
Davis (CA) Lieu, Ted Staubelr
Davis, Danny K.  Lipinski Stefanik
Davis, Rodney Loebsack Stevens
Dean Lofgren Suozzi
DeFazio Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
DeGette Lowey Takano
DeLauro Lujan Thompson (CA)
DelBene Lynch Thompson (MS)
Delgado Malinowski Titus
Demings Maloney, Tlaib
DeSaulnier Carolyn B. Tonko
Deutch Maloney, Sean Torres (CA)
Dingell Massie Trahan
Doggett Matsui Trone
Doyle, Michael McAdams Underwood
F. McBath Van Drew
Duffy McCollum Vargas
Engel McGovern Veasey
Escobar McKinley Vela
Eshoo Meeks Velazquez
Espaillat Meng Visclosky
Evans Mooney (WV) Wasserman
Finkenauer Morelle Schultz
Fitzpatrick Mucarsel-Powell Waters
Fletcher Murphy Watson Coleman
Fortenberry Nadler Welch
Foster Napolitano Wexton
Frankel Neal Wwild
Gallego Neguse Wilson (FL)
Garamendi Norcross Yarmuth
Garcla (IL) O’Halleran Yoho
NOES—187
Abraham Amodei Babin
Allen Armstrong Bacon
Amash Arrington Baird

Balderson Hagedorn Perry
Banks Harris Porter
Barr Hartzler Posey
Biggs Hern, Kevin Ratcliffe
Bilirakis Herrera Beutler Reschenthaler
Bishop (UT) Hice (GA) Rice (SC)
Brady Hill (AR) Riggleman
Brooks (AL) Himes Roby
Brooks (IN) Holding Rodgers (WA)
Buck Hollingsworth Roe, David P.
Bucshon Huflsun Rogers (AL)
Budd Huizenga Rogers (KY)
Burchett Hurd (TX) Rooney (FL)
Burgess Johnson (LA) Rose, John W.
Byrne Johnson (OH) Rouzer
Calvert Johnson (SD) Roy
Carter (GA) Jordan Rutherford
Carter (TX) Joyce (OH) Sarbanes
Chabot, Joyce (PA) Scalise
Cheney Keller Schweikert
Cline Kelly (MS) Scott, Austin
Cloud Kelly (PA) Shimi{us
Cole Kind Simpson
Collins (GA) King (IA) X
Comer Kinzinger Sﬁizlﬁ EI\N/I}SJ)))
Conaway Kustoff (TN) Smucker
Cook LaHood S
Cooper LaMalfa papo
Craig Lamborn Steil
Crawford Larsen (WA) Steube
Crenshaw Latta Stewart
Cunningham Lesko Stivers
Curtis Long Taylor
Davidson (OH) ~ Loudermilk Thompson (PA)
DesJarlais Lucas Thornberry
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Timmons
Duncan Luria Tipton
Dunn Marchant Torres Small
Emmer Marshall (NM)
Estes Mast Turner
Ferguson McCarthy Upton
Fleischmann McCaul Wagner
Flores McClintock Walberg
Foxx (NC) McEachin Walden
Fulcher McHenry Walker
Gaetz Meadows Walorski
Gallagher Meuser Waltz
Gianforte Miller Watkins
Gibbs Mitchell Weber (TX)
Gohmert Moolenaar Webster (FL)
Gonzalez (OH) Moore Wenstrup
Gooden Moulton Westerman
Gosar Mullin Williams
Granger Newhouse Wilson (SC)
Graves (GA) Norman Wittman
Graves (MO) Nunes Womack
Green (TN) Olson Woodall
Grothman Palazzo Wright
Guest Palmer Young
Guthrie Pence Zeldin

NOT VOTING—38
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen
Higgins (LA) Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1414

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MRS. TORRES

OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TORRES) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

is a 2-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 205,

not voting 8, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cummings
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

[Roll No. 442]

AYES—225

Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
King (NY)
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta

NOES—205

Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brindisi
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
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Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rooney (FL)
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)

Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Costa
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Cunningham
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Dayvis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Golden
Gonzalez (OH)
Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Horn, Kendra S.
Hudson

Fudge
Gabbard
Higgins (LA)

Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Katko

Keller

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kind

King (IA)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa,
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McAdams
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence

Perry

Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)

NOT VOTING—8

McNerney
Norton
Perlmutter

Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil

Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton

Van Drew
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright

Yoho

Young

Zeldin

Plaskett
Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1418

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
NOLLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes

prevailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 247, noes 182,

not voting 9, as follows:

redesignate

CON-

the

is a 2-

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Amash
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson

[Roll No. 443]

AYES—247

Gongzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Hurd (TX)
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
King (NY)
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas

NOES—182

Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs

Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck

H5609

Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stauber
Stefanik
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Turner
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Yarmuth
Young

Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney



H5610

Cline Holding Posey
Cloud Hollingsworth Ratcliffe
Collins (GA) Hudson Reed
Collins (NY) Huizenga Reschenthaler
Comer Hunter Rice (SC)
Conaway Johnson (LA) Riggleman
Cook Johnson (OH) Roby
Crawford Johnson (SD) Rodgers (WA)
Crenshaw Jordan Roe, David P.
Cunningham Joyce (OH) Rogers (AL)
Curtis Joyce (PA) Rogers (KY)
Davidson (OH) Katko Rooney (FL)
Davis, Rodney Keller Rose, John W.
DesJarlais Kelly (MS) Rouzer
Diaz-Balart Kelly (PA) Roy
Duffy King (IA) Rutherford
Duncan Kinzinger Scalise
Dunn Kustoff (TN) Schweikert
Emmer LaHood Scott, Austin
Estes LaMalfa Sensenbrenner
Ferguson Lamborn Shimkus
Fleischmann Latta Simpson
Flores Lesko Smith (MO)
Foxx (NC) Long Smith (NE)
Fulcher Loudermilk Smucker
Gaetz Lucas Spano
Gallagher Luetkemeyer Steil
Gianforte Marchant Steube
Gibbs Marshall Stewart
Gohmert Massie Stivers
Gonzalez (OH) Mast Taylor
Gonzalez-Colon  McCarthy Thornberry

(PR) McCaul Timmons
Gooden McClintock Tipton
Gosar McHenry Wagner
Granger McKinley Walberg
Graves (GA) Meadows Walden
Graves (LA) Meuser Walker
Graves (MO) Miller Walorski
Green (TN) Mitchell Waltz
Griffith Moolenaar Watkins
Grothman Mooney (WV) Weber (TX)
Guest Mullin Webster (FL)
Guthrie Newhouse Wenstrup
Hagedorn Norman Westerman
Harris Nunes Williams
Hartzler Olson Womack
Hern, Kevin Palazzo Woodall
Herrera Beutler Palmer Wright
Hice (GA) Pence Yoho
Hill (AR) Perry Zeldin

NOT VOTING—9

Bilirakis Higgins (LA) Perlmutter
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

[ 1423

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chair, during rollcall
Vote number 443 on the Connolly amend-
ment, | mistakenly recorded my vote as “no”
when | should have voted “yes.”

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MS. SHALALA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
SHALALA) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 178,
not voting 9, as follows:

is a 2-

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Axne

Bacon

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crenshaw
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dayvis, Rodney
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duncan
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gohmert
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin

[Roll No. 444]

AYES—251

Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Griffith
Grijalva
Grothman
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Herrera Beutler
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone

NOES—178

Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
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Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Riggleman
Rooney (FL)
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Stivers
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Woodall
Yarmuth
Yoho

Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd

July 11, 2019

Burchett Hollingsworth Reed
Burgess Hudson Reschenthaler
Byrne Huizenga Rice (SC)
Calvert Hunter Roby
Carter (GA) Hurd (TX) Rodgers (WA)
Carter (TX) Johnson (LA) Roe, David P.
Chabot Johnson (OH) Rogers (AL)
Cheney Johnson (8D) Rogers (KY)
gim% jordan(OH) Rose, John W.

ou oyce -
Cole Joyce (PA) gg;zm
Collins (GA) Keller Rutherford
Collins (NY) Kelly (MS) Scalise
Comer Kelly (PA) .
Conaway King (IA) Scott, Austin
Cook King (NY) Sepsenbrenner
Crawford Kinzinger Shimkus
Curtis Kustoff (TN) Simpson
Davidson (OH)  LaHood Smith (MO)
DesJarlais LaMalfa Smith (NE)
Diaz-Balart Lamborn Smith (NJ)
Duffy Latta Smucker
Dunn Lesko Spano
Emmer Long Stauber
Estes Loudermilk Stefanik
Ferguson Lucas Steil
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer Steube
Flores Marchant Stewart
Fortenberry Marshall Taylor
Foxx (NC) Mast Thornberry
Fulcher McCarthy Timmons
Gaetz McCaul Tipton
gglla;ghgr ﬁcghntock Turner

ianforte cHenry
Gibbs McKinley ogner

g
Gonzalez (OH) Meadows Walden
Gooden Meuser Walker
Gosar Miller .
Granger Mitchell Walorski
Graves (GA) Moolenaar Wam,
Graves (LA) Mooney (WV) Watkins
Graves (MO) Mullin Weber (TX)
Green (TN) Newhouse Webster (FL)
Guest Norman Wenstrup
Guthrie Nunes Westerman
Hagedorn Olson Williams
Harris Palazzo Wilson (SC)
Hartzler Palmer Wittman
Hern, Kevin Pence Womack
Hice (GA) Perry Wright
Hill (AR) Posey Young
Holding Ratcliffe Zeldin
NOT VOTING—9

Frankel Higgins (LA) Perlmutter
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1427

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MS. OMAR

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. Cox of Cali-
fornia). The unfinished business is the
demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Minnesota (Ms. OMAR) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 219, noes 210,
not voting 9, as follows:

is a 2-
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Adams
Aguilar
Amash
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cline
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Allred
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Axne
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

[Roll No. 445]

AYES—219

Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al (TX)
Griffith
Grijalva
Grothman
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McBath
McClintock
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse

NOES—210

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
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Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Reed
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Stanton
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Comer
Conaway
Cook

Craig
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Dayvis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy

Duncan

Dunn

Emmer

Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Fletcher

Flores LaMalfa, Scalise
Fortenberry Lamb Scott, Austin
Foxx (NC) Lamborn Sensenbrenner
Fulcher Latta Sherrill
Gaetz Lesko Shimkus
Gallagher Long Simpson
Gianforte Loudermilk Slotll;){in
Gibbs Lucas Smith (MO)
goﬁ;nert Euepkemeyer Smith (NE)
olden uria :
Gonzalez (OH) Malinowski Sﬁlth NG
Y K ucker
Gonzalez-Colon Marchant Spanberger
(PR) Marshall Spano
Gooden Mast Stauber
Gosar McAdams .
Gottheimer McCarthy Stefamk
Granger McCaul Steil
Graves (GA) McHenry Steube
Graves (LA) McKinley Stevens
Graves (MO) Meadows Stewart
Green (TN) Meuser Stivers
Guest Miller Suozzi
Guthrie Mitchell Taylor
Hagedorn Moolenaar Thompson (PA)
Harris Mooney (WV) Thornberry
Hartzler Moulton Timmons
Hern, Kevin Mullin Tipton
Herrera Beutler Newhouse Turner
Hice (GA) Norman Upton
Hill (AR) Nunes Van Drew
Holding Olson Wagner
Hollingsworth Palazzo Walberg
Houlahan Palmer Walden
Hufison Panetta Walker
Huizenga Pence Walorski
Hunter Perry Waltz
Hurd (TX) Peters .
Watkins
Johnson (LA) Peterson Weber (TX)
Johnson (OH) Posey
Johnson (SD) Ratcliffe Webster (FL)
Jordan Reschenthaler Wenstrup
Joyce (OH) Rice (SC) Westerman
Joyce (PA) Riggleman wild
Katko Roby Williams
Keller Rodgers (WA) Wilson (SC)
Kelly (MS) Roe, David P. Wittman
Kelly (PA) Rogers (KY) Womack
King (IA) Rooney (FL) Woodall
King (NY) Rose, John W. Wright
Kinzinger Rouzer Yoho
Kustoff (TN) Roy Young
LaHood Rutherford Zeldin
NOT VOTING—9
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen
Higgins (LA) Perlmutter Rogers (AL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1431

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

WASHINGTON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 186,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 8, as
follows:

is a 2-

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cloud
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallagher
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gohmert

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

[Roll No. 446]

AYES—243

Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (OH)
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Hollingsworth
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez

NOES—186

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
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Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rooney (FL)
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
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Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)

Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)

Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.

Comer Jordan Rogers (AL)
Conaway Joyce (OH) Rogers (KY)
Cook Joyce (PA) Rose, John W.
Crawford Katko Rouzer
Crenshaw Keller Roy
Curtis Kelly (MS) Rutherford
Davidson (OH) Kelly (PA) Scalise
Davis, Rodney King (IA) s
DesJarlais King (NY) :zzzznﬁfeﬁi .
Diaz-Balart Kinzinger Shimkus
Duffy Kustoff (TN) Simpson
Duncan LaHood :
Dunn LaMalfa Sm?t’h (MO)
Emmer Lamborn Sm%th (NE)
Estes Latta Smith (NJ)
Ferguson Lesko Smucker
Fleischmann Long Spano
Flores Loudermilk Stauber
Fortenberry Lucas Stefanik
Foxx (NC) Luetkemeyer Steil
Fulcher Marchant Steube
Gaetz Marshall Stewart
Gianforte Mast Stivers
Gibbs McCarthy Taylor
Gonzalez-Colon McCaul Thornberry
(PR) McClintock Timmons
Gooden McHenry Tipton
Gosar McKinley Turner
Granger Meadows Upton
Graves (GA) Meuser Wagner
raves itche
Green (TN) Moolenaar ‘xz%i?;
Griffith Mooney (WV) Walorski
Grothman Mullin
Waltz
Guest Newhouse Watkins
Guthrie Norman
Hagedorn Nunes Weber (TX)
Harris Olson Webster (FL)
Hartzler Palazzo Wenstrup
Hern, Kevin Palmer Westerman
Herrera Beutler  Pence Williams
Hice (GA) Perry Wilson (SC)
Hill (AR) Posey Wittman
Holding Ratcliffe Womack
Hudson Reed Woodall
Huizenga Reschenthaler Wright
Hunter Rice (8C) Yoho
Hurd (TX) Riggleman Young
Johnson (LA) Roby Zeldin
ANSWERED “PRESENT’"—1
Amash
NOT VOTING—38
Fudge McNerney Plaskett
Gabbard Norton Radewagen
Higgins (LA) Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

[ 1436

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. SHERMAN

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 234, noes 195,
not voting 9, as follows:

is a 2-

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cline
Clyburn
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Crist
Crow
Cummings
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcila (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gohmert
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman

AYES—234

Griffith
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone

NOES—195

Biggs
Bishop (UT)
Bost
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
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[Roll No. 447]

Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cloud
Cohen

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
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Craig Johnson (LA) Roe, David P.
Crawford Johnson (OH) Rogers (AL)
Crenshaw Johnson (SD) Rogers (KY)
Cuellar Jordan Rooney (FL)
Cunningham Joyce (OH) Rose, John W.
Curtis Joyce (PA) Rouzer
Davidson (OH) Katko Roy
Davis, Rodney Keller Rutherford
DesJarlais Kelly (MS) Scalise
Diaz-Balart Kelly (PA) Scott, Austin
Duffy Kinzinger Sensenbrenner
Duncan Kustoff (TN) Shimkus
Dunn LaHood Simpson
Emmer LaMalfa Smith (MO)
Estes Latta Smith (NE)
Ferguson Lesko Smucker
Fitzpatrick Long Spano
Fleischmann Loudermilk Stauber
Flores Lucas Stefanik
Fortenberry Luetkemeyer R
Foxx (NO) Luria Steil
Fulcher Marchant Steube
Gaetz Marshall Stgwart
Gallagher Mast Stivers
Gianforte McCarthy Taylor
Gibbs McCaul Thompson (PA)
Gonzalez (OH)  McClintock Thornberry
Gonzalez-Colon  McHenry Timmons

(PR) McKinley Tipton
Gooden Meadows Turner
Gosar Meuser Upton
Granger Miller Vela
Graves (GA) Mitchell Wagner
Graves (LA) Moolenaar Walberg
Graves (MO) Mooney (WV) Walden
Green (TN) Mullin Walker
Grothman Newhouse Walorski
Guest Norman Waltz
Guthrie Nunes Watkins
Hagedorn Olson Weber (TX)
Harris Palazzo Webster (FL)
Hartzler Palmer Wenstrup
Hern, Kevin Pence Westerman
Herrera Beutler Perry Williams
Hice (GA) Posey Wilson (SC)
Hill (AR) Ratcliffe Wittman
Holding Reed Womack
Hollingsworth Reschenthaler Woodall
Hudson Rice (S0) Wright
Huizenga Riggleman Yoho
Hunter Roby Young
Hurd (TX) Rodgers (WA) Zeldin

NOT VOTING—9

Fudge Lamborn Perlmutter
Gabbard McNerney Plaskett
Higgins (LA) Norton Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

[ 1440

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU

OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. TED
LIEU) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 239, noes 187,
not voting 12, as follows:

is a 2-
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Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Amash

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Burchett
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gaetz
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

[Roll No. 448]

AYES—239

Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Hollingsworth
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez

NOES—187

Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
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Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tipton
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer

Conaway Johnson (SD) Rogers (AL)
Cook Jordan Rogers (KY)
Crawford Joyce (OH) Rooney (FL)
Curtis Joyce (PA) Rose, John W.
Davidson (OH) Katko Rouzer
Davis, Rodney Keller Rutherford
DesJarlais Kelly (MS) Scalise
Diaz-Balart Kelly (PA) Scott, Austin
Duffy King (IA) Sensenbrenner
Duncan King (NY) Shimkus
Dunn Kinzinger Simpson
Emmer Kustoff (TN) Slotkin
Estes LaHood Smith (MO)
Ferguson LaMalfa Smith (NE)
Fltgpatrlck Lamborn Smith (NJ)
Fleischmann Latta Smucker
Flores Lesko Spanberger
Fortenberry Long Spano °
Foxx (NC) Loudermilk Stauber
Fulcher Lucas .
Gallagher Luetkemeyer Ste'famk
Gianforte Marchant Steil
Gibbs Marshall Steube
Gohmert Mast Stewart
Gonzalez (OH) McCaul Stivers
Gonzalez-Colon  McClintock Taylor

(PR) McHenry Thompson (PA)
Gooden McKinley Thornberry
Gosar Meadows Timmons
Granger Meuser Turner
Graves (GA) Miller Upton
Graves (LA) Mitchell Wagner
Graves (MO) Moolenaar Walberg
Green (TN) Mullin Walden
Griffith Newhouse Walker
Grothman Norman Walorski
Guest Nunes Waltz
Guthrie Olson Watkins
Hagedorn Palazzo Weber (TX)
Harris Palmer Webster (FL)
Hartzler Pence Wenstrup
Hern, Kevin Perry Westerman
Herrera Beutler  Posey Williams
Hice (GA) Ratcliffe Wilson (SC)
Hill (AR) Reed Wittman
Holding Reschenthaler Womack
Hudson Rice (SC) Woodall
Huizenga Riggleman Wright
Hunter Roby Yoho
Hurd (TX) Rodgers (WA) Young
Johnson (OH) Roe, David P. Zeldin

NOT VOTING—I12

Cheney Higgins (LA) Norton
Crenshaw Johnson (LA) Perlmutter
Fudge McCarthy Plaskett
Gabbard McNerney Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

[ 1445

Messrs. CLINE and SMITH of Mis-
souri changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to
44n0-’7

Mr. ROY changed his vote from ‘‘no”’
to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU
OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. TED
LIEU) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

H5613

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 246, noes 180,
not voting 12, as follows:

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Amash

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Biggs

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Buck
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cline
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davidson (OH)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gaetz
Gallego
Garamendi
Garela (IL)
Garcia (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington

[Roll No. 449]
AYES—246

Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gosar
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Hollingsworth
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Hurd (TX)
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran

NOES—180

Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Bergman
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
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Brooks (IN) Hern, Kevin Rice (SC)
Buchanan Herrera Beutler  Riggleman
Bucshon Hice (GA) Roby

Budd Hill (AR) Rodgers (WA)
Burchett Holding Roe, David P.
Burgess Hudson Rogers (AL)
Byrne Huizenga Rogers (KY)
Calvert Hunter

Rooney (FL)

Carter (GA) Johnson (OH)

Carter (TX) Johnson (SD) ggls:;,egohn w.
Chabot Jordan Rutherford
Cloud Joyce (OH) Scalise

Cole Joyce (PA) Scott, Austin
Collins (GA) Katko ’

Collins (NY) Keller Sensenbrenner
Comer Kelly (MS) Shimkus
Conaway Kelly (PA) Slmpson
Cook King (IA) Smith (MO)
Crawford King (NY) Smith (NE)
Curtis Kinzinger Smith (NJ)
Davis, Rodney Kustoff (TN) Smucker
DesJarlais LaHood Spano
Diaz-Balart LaMalfa Stauber
Duffy Lamborn Stefanik
Duncan Latta Steil

Dunn Lesko Steube
Emmer Long Stewart
Estes Loudermilk Stivers
Ferguson Lucas Taylor
Fitzpatrick Luetkemeyer Thompson (PA)
Fleischmann Marchant Thornberry
Flores Marshall Timmons
gorteg]agry ﬁa(s}t ) Tipton

0XX cCau
Fulcher MecClintock @1;[;5;
Gallagher McHenry Walberg
Gianforte McKinley Walden
Gibbs Meadows Walker
Gohmert Meuser .
Gonzalez (OH)  Miller Walorski
Gonzalez-Colon Mitchell Waltz.

(PR) Moolenaar Watkins
Gooden Mullin Weber (TX)
Granger Newhouse Webster (FL)
Graves (GA) Norman Wenstrup
Graves (LA) Nunes Westerman
Graves (MO) Olson Williams
Green (TN) Palazzo Wilson (SC)
Griffith Palmer Wittman
Grothman Pence Womack
Guest Perry Woodall
Guthrie Posey Wright
Hagedorn Ratcliffe Yoho
Harris Reed Young
Hartzler Reschenthaler Zeldin

NOT VOTING—12
Cheney Higgins (LA) Norton
Crenshaw Johnson (LA) Perlmutter
Fudge McCarthy Plaskett
Gabbard McNerney Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

0 1449

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

WASHINGTON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 185,
not voting 13, as follows:

is a 2-

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Amash
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Biggs
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Buck
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cloud
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davidson (OH)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

[Roll No. 450]

AYES—240

Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gosar
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
Meeks
Meng
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez

NOES—185

Bergman
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
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Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Posey
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Woodall
Yarmuth

Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cline

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
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Crawford Johnson (SD) Rogers (AL)
Crow Jordan Rogers (KY)
Curtis Joyce (OH) Rooney (FL)
Davis, Rodney Joyce (PA) Rose, John W.
DesJarlais Katko Rouzer
Diaz-Balart Keller Rutherford
Duffy Kelly (MS) Scalise
Duncan Kelly (PA) Scott, Austin
Dunn King (IA) Sensenbrenner
Emmer King (NY) Sherrill
Estes Kinzinger Shimkus
Ferguson Kustoff (TN) Simpson
Fitzpatrick LaHood Slotkin
Fleischmann LaMalfa Smith (MO)
Flores Lamborn Smith (NE)
Fortenberry Latta Smith (NJ)
Foxx (NC) Lesko Smucker
Fulcher Long Spanberger
Gallagher Loudermilk Spano
Gianforte Lucas Stauber
Gibbs Luetkemeyer Stefanik
Gohmert Marchant Steil
Gonzalez (OH) Marshall Steube
Gonzalez-Colon Mast Stewart
(PR) McCaul Stivers
Gooden McClintock Taylor
Granger McHenry Thompson (PA)
Graves (GA) McKinley Thornberry
Graves (LA) Meadows Timmons
Graves (MO) Meuser Tipton
Green (TN) Miller Turner
Griffith Mitchell Wagner
Grothman Moolenaar Walberg
Guest Mullin Walden
Guthrie Newhouse Walker
Hagedorn Norman Walorski
Harris Nunes Waltz
Hartzler Olson Watkins
Hern, Kevin Palazzo Weber (TX)
Herrera Beutler Palmer Webster (FL)
Hice (GA) Pence Wenstrup
Hill (AR) Perry Westerman
Holding Ratcliffe Williams
Hollingsworth Reed Wilson (SC)
Houlahan Reschenthaler Wittman
Hudson Rice (SC) Womack
Huizenga Riggleman Wright
Hunter Roby Yoho
Hurd (TX) Rodgers (WA) Young
Johnson (OH) Roe, David P. Zeldin

NOT VOTING—13

Cheney Higgins (LA) Perlmutter
Crenshaw Johnson (LA) Plaskett
Fudge McCarthy Radewagen
Gabbard McNerney

Gaetz Norton

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1453

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 252, noes 173,
not voting 13, as follows:

is a 2-
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Abraham
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Carbajal
Cardenas
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clay
Cline
Clyburn
Collins (NY)
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Davids (KS)
Davidson (OH)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Dunn
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Ferguson
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fletcher
Flores
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (OH)
Gonzalez (TX)
Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)
Gottheimer

Adams
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin

[Roll No. 451]

AYES—252

Green (TN)
Green, Al (TX)
Griffith
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Marshall
Mast
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
MecClintock
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Miller
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norcross
O’Halleran
Palazzo
Pallone
Palmer
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perry

NOES—173

Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

Bass
Bergman
Biggs
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Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Quigley
Raskin
Reed
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Riggleman
Rooney (FL)
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scalise
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Spano
Speier
Stanton
Steube
Stevens
Stivers
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (PA)
Titus
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Waltz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth
Young
Zeldin

Bishop (UT)

Blunt Rochester

Bost

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brady

Brooks (AL)

Brooks (IN)

Buchanan Herrera Beutler Omar

Buck Hice (GA) Pence
Bucshon Holding Porter

Budd Hollingsworth Posey
Burchett Hudson Pressley
Burgess Huizenga Price (NC)
Butterfield Hunter Ratcliffe
Byrne Hurd (TX) Reschenthaler
Calvert Johnson (GA) Rice (S0)
Carson (IN) Johnson (OH) Roby

Carter (GA) Johnson (SD) Rodgers (WA)
Carter (TX) Jordan Roe, David P.
Chabot Joyce (OH) Rogers (AL)
Clarke (NY) Joyce (PA) Rogers (KY)
Cleaver Katko Rose, John W.
Cloud Keller Rouzer

Cohen Kelly (MS) Ruppersberger
Cole Kind Rush

Collins (GA) Kinzinger Rutherford
Comer Kustoff (TN) Scott, Austin
Conaway LaHood Shimkus
Connolly LaMalfa Simpson
Cook Lamborn Smucker
Cooper Latta Stauber
Crawford Lee (CA) Stefanik
Cummings Lesko Steil
Cunningham Long Stewart
Curtis Loudermilk Taylor

Dayvis, Rodney Lucas Thompson (MS)
DesJarlais Luetkemeyer Thornberry
Duffy Lynch Timmons
Duncan Marchant Tipton
Emmer Massie Tlaib

Estes McCaul Turner

Foxx (NC) McEachin Wagner
Fulcher McHenry Walberg
Gallagher McKinley Walker
Gooden Meadows Walorski
Gosar Meuser Waters
Granger Mitchell Watson Coleman
Graves (GA) Moolenaar Webster (FL)
Graves (LA) Mooney (WV) Wenstrup
Graves (MO) Moore Westerman
Grothman Mullin Williams
Guest Neguse Wilson (SC)
Guthrie Newhouse Wittman
Hagedorn Norman Womack
Harris Nunes Woodall
Hartzler Ocasio-Cortez Wright

Hern, Kevin Olson Yoho

NOT VOTING—13

Cheney Higgins (LA) Perlmutter
Crenshaw Hill (AR) Plaskett
Fudge Johnson (LA) Radewagen
Gabbard McCarthy

Gaetz Norton

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

[ 1500

Ms. WATERS, Messrs. JOHNSON of
Georgia and BUTTERFIELD, Ms.
ADAMS, and Mr. CUMMINGS changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. PERRY changed his vote from
“no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

H5615

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 183,
not voting 14, as follows:

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Amash

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bilirakis

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon

[Roll No. 452]
AYES—241

Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCaul
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez

NOES—183

Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Reschenthaler
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wagner
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
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Burgess Holding Rice (SC)
Byrne Hollingsworth Riggleman
Calvert Hudson Roby
Carter (GA) Huizenga Rodgers (WA)
Carter (TX) Hunter Roe, David P.
Chabot Hurd (TX) Rogers (AL)
Cline Johnson (OH) Rogers (KY)
Cloud Johnson (8D) Rooney (FL)
Collins (GA) Jordan Rose, John W.
Collins (NY) Joyce (OH) .
Comer Joyce (PA) gg;zm
Conaway Katko R
utherford

Cook Keller Scalise
Crawford Kelly (MS) ;
Curtis Kelly (PA) Scott, Austin
Davidson (OH)  King (IA) Sensenbrenner
Davis, Rodney  King (NY) Shimkus
DesJarlais Kinzinger Simpson
Diaz-Balart Kustoff (TN) Smith (MO)
Duffy LaHood Smith (NE)
Duncan LaMalfa Spano
Dunn Lamborn Stauber
Emmer Latta Stefanik
Estes Lesko Steil
Ferguson Long Steube
Fleischmann Loudermilk Stewart
Flores Lucas Stivers
Foxx (NC) Luetkemeyer Taylor
Fulcher Luria Thompson (PA)
Gallagher Marchant Thornberry
Gianforte Marshall Timmons
Gibbs Massie Tipton
Gohmert Mast‘ Turner
Gonzglez (OH) McClintock Upton
Gonzalez-Colon McHenry Walberg

(PR) McKinley Walden
Gooden Meadows Walker
Gosar Meuser .
Granger Miller Walorski
Graves (GA) Mitchell Waltz
Graves (LA) Moolenaar Watkins
Graves (MO) Mooney (WV) Weber (TX)
Green (TN) Mullin Webster (FL)
Griffith Newhouse Wenstrup
Grothman Norman Westerman
Guest Nunes Williams
Guthrie Olson Wilson (SC)
Hagedorn Palazzo Wittman
Harris Palmer Womack
Hartzler Pence Woodall
Hern, Kevin Perry Wright
Herrera Beutler Posey Yoho
Hice (GA) Ratcliffe Young
Hill (AR) Reed Zeldin

NOT VOTING—14

Cheney Higgins (LA) Plaskett
Crenshaw Johnson (LA) Radewagen
Fudge McCarthy Ryan
Gabbard Norton Smucker
Gaetz Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1504

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 189,
not voting 13, as follows:

is a 2-

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bilirakis

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcla (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr

[Roll No. 453]

AYES—236

Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone

NOES—189

Bergman
Biggs
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
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Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Posey
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
San Nicolas
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
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Crawford Jordan Rogers (AL)
Curtis Joyce (OH) Rogers (KY)
Davidson (OH) Joyce (PA) Rooney (FL)
Davis, Rodney Katko Rose, John W.
DesJarlais Keller Rouzer
Diaz-Balart Kelly (MS) Roy
Duffy Kelly (PA) Rutherford
Duncan King (IA) Scalise
Dunn King (NY) Scott, Austin
Emmer Kinzinger
Estes Kustoff (TN) :ﬁ?ﬁi};’:&nner
Ferguson LaHood Simpson
Fitzpatrick LaMalfa Smith (MO)
Fleischmann Lamborn :
Flores Latta Smith (NE)
Fortenberry Lesko Smucker
Foxx (NC) Long Spano
Fulcher Loudermilk Stauber
Gallagher Lucas Stefanik
Gianforte Luetkemeyer Steil
Gibbs Marchant Steube
Gohmert Marshall Stewart
Gonzalez (OH) Massie Stivers
Gonzalez-Colon Mast Taylor
(PR) McCaul Thompson (PA)

Gooden McClintock Thornberry
Gosar McHenry Timmons
Granger McKinley Tipton
Graves (GA) Meadows Turner
Graves (LA) Meuser Upton
Graves (MO) Miller Wagner
Green (TN) Mitchell Walberg
Griffith Moolenaar Walden
Grothman Mooney (WV) Walker
Guest Mullin Walorski
Guthrie Newhouse W

altz
Hagedorn Norman Watkins
Harris Nunes
Hartzler Olson Weber (TX)
Hern, Kevin Palazzo Webster (FL)
Herrera Beutler Palmer Wenstrup
Hice (GA) Pence Westerman
Hill (AR) Perry Williams
Holding Ratcliffe Wilson (SC)
Hollingsworth Reed Wittman
Hudson Reschenthaler Womack
Huizenga Rice (SC) Woodall
Hunter Riggleman Wright
Hurd (TX) Roby Yoho
Johnson (OH) Rodgers (WA) Young
Johnson (SD) Roe, David P. Zeldin

NOT VOTING—13

Cheney Higgins (LA) Plaskett
Crenshaw Johnson (LA) Radewagen
Fudge McCarthy Vela
Gabbard Norton

Gaetz Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 32 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle D of title XVI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 16 . INDEPENDENT STUDY ON EXTENSION
OF MINUTEMAN III INTERCONTI-
NENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES.

(a) INDEPENDENT STUDY.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense shall seek to enter
into a contract with a federally funded re-
search and development center to conduct a
study on extending the life of Minuteman III
intercontinental ballistic missiles to 2050.

(2) LIMITATION.—Of the funds authorized to
be appropriated by this Act or otherwise
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made available for fiscal year 2020 for the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, not more
than 90 percent may be obligated or ex-
pended until the date on which the Secretary
submits the study under paragraph (1) to the
congressional defense committees pursuant
to subsection (d).

(b) MATTERS INCLUDED.—The study under
subsection (a)(1) shall include the following:

(1) A comparison of the costs through 2050
of—

(A) extending the life of Minuteman III
intercontinental ballistic missiles; and

(B) delaying the ground-based strategic de-
terrent program.

(2) An analysis of opportunities to incor-
porate technologies into the Minuteman III
intercontinental ballistic missile program as
part of a service life extension program that
could also be incorporated in the future
ground-based strategic deterrent program,
including, at a minimum, opportunities to
increase the resilience against adversary
missile defenses.

(3) An analysis of the benefits and risks of
incorporating sensors and nondestructive
testing methods and technologies to reduce
destructive testing requirements and in-
crease the service life and number of Minute-
man IIT missiles through 2050.

(4) An analysis and validation of the meth-
ods used to estimate the operational service
life of Minuteman IT and Minuteman IIT mo-
tors, taking into account the test and launch
experience of motors retired after the oper-
ational service life of such motors in the
rocket systems launch program.

(5) An analysis of the risks and benefits of
alternative methods of estimating the oper-
ational service life of Minuteman III motors,
such as those methods based on fundamental
physical and chemical processes and non-
destructive measurements of individual
motor properties.

(c) SUBMISSION TO DOD.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the federally funded research and devel-
opment center shall submit to the Secretary
a report containing the study conducted
under subsection (a)(1).

(d) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 210 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the
congressional defense committees the study
under subsection (a)(1), without change.

(e) ForM.—The study under subsection
(a)(1) shall be in unclassified form, but may
include a classified annex.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr.
yield myself 2 minutes.

I would first begin by extending my
congratulations to the chair and the
committee for taking a hard look at
this legislation to better meet the
needs of the military and the taxpayer
in long-term, stable, careful military
policy. I think they have made tremen-
dous strides. I would like to try to
make it just a tiny bit better.

Mr. Chair, we are looking at a Min-
uteman IIT extension on a land-based
intercontinental ballistic missile sys-
tem, and I am proposing that we have
a study as to whether or not we could
be better served by simply extending

Chair, I
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the life of the existing system as op-
posed to new development.

Frankly, there needs to be more at-
tention by this Congress, and I appre-
ciate the attention that the committee
has given.

The ICBM is the leg of the triad that
raises the most questions. There has
been a RAND study on the future of the
ICBM force that found that a new al-
ternative is very likely to cost two or
three times more than incremental
modernization.

We are careening toward a $1.3 tril-
lion or more investment in nuclear
weapons that, frankly, do not help us
for most of our national security chal-
lenges that we face now, weapons that
we simply can’t afford and can’t afford
to use.

I think by trying to right-size the
work that we are doing and by taking
a hard look at this element with a
study on extending the life, it is a rea-
sonable, responsible, cost-effective ef-
fort. I strongly urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting it.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment’s language is so wrong that it was
resoundingly rejected in the Armed
Services Committee by a voice vote. It
is very basic and easy to understand as
to why it was rejected.

This missile, and it relates to a mis-
sile upon which there is a nuclear war-
head, was put on the ground in 1973.
Richard Nixon was President of the
United States. The year before these
were put in the ground, in December of
that year, was the last time we were on
the Moon, in 1972. This was just at the
end of the Apollo program. This is
technology that is incredibly outdated.

If you think about the Apollo pro-
gram and the Moon launch, you think,
well, the next technology is the space
shuttle. That launched in 1981, almost
a decade after these were put in the
ground. Even the space shuttle is re-
tired, yet he wants to resurrect these.

This is as ridiculous as saying, ‘“We
are going to go to the Moon again.
Let’s go to the museum and pull out
the Apollo mooncrafts. Let’s just jigger
them up again and put them up into
space.”

It is not going to work. This is abso-
lutely irresponsible, but it is not really
about just trying to extend this life,
because this has been studied before.
This would be a study of a restudy of a
restudy of a restudy.

In addition, this is not only a study.
This delays the program.

Everyone wonders why nuclear weap-
ons cost so much. They cost so much
because we delay and delay and delay.
This will be another one of those that
would just continue the prospects of
our having a decaying of our nuclear
deterrent and, in addition to that, in-
creased costs as a result of increased
delay.
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I know Mr. BLUMENAUER has been a
very strong advocate against nuclear
weapons. I understand his interest in
trying to prohibit and thwart our ef-
forts to modernize nuclear weapons,
but if you look at what our adversaries
are doing, what China is doing, what
Russia is doing, it is absolutely irre-
sponsible to say that a Richard Nixon-
era missile that is in the ground, that
has been there since we were last on
the Moon, should just be refurbished
and put back in the ground and expect
that we are going to be safe.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. SMITH), the distin-
guished chair of the committee.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
three quick points.

First of all, Richard Nixon era or not,
I think we all agree that the missile
right now is working. I certainly hope
it is since we are relying on it as a key
part of our nuclear deterrent.

We have a lot of weapons systems. I
mean, I am surprised that the B-52
bomber is still functional, but it is.

To imply that somehow because it is
old, by definition, it doesn’t work, I
hope that is not true. In fact, I know it
is not true because the current missile
works perfectly fine and is a more than
adequate deterrent.

Second, the studies that have been
done were trying to figure out if we
could get away with keeping this mis-
sile for the entire projected 80-year
lifespan of its replacement. The studies
have come back and said, no, it prob-
ably will not last 80 years. We have not
studied whether or not it could last an-
other 25 or another 50.

That is the purpose of this amend-
ment. That would save us money.

Look, we need a nuclear deterrent. I
don’t believe the gentleman from Or-
egon—certainly, I don’t—supports get-
ting rid of our nuclear weapons. The
question is, how many do we need?
What does the deterrent look like?
What makes sense?

It is clear that this missile works
now. If we did this study, it is quite
reasonable to presume that it would
work another 10, 20, 30 years from now.
Then that money could be used for
other defense priorities.

This is to answer that question,
which is very important.

I will skip the third point.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
yield an additional 20 seconds to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
all I was going to say is that the voice
vote in our committee was not over-
whelming. I am the one who called the
voice vote, and it was my sense that
the amendment was agreed to in the
committee, but it was mnot over-
whelming. There was a large number of
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee who supported the proposal that
Mr. BLUMENAUER is now making.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, we should
turn to the experts when we talk about
how long this can be extended. This
amendment would try to take this
Richard Nixon-era missile to 2050. Gen-
eral Hyten, who is the person who is
charged with having expertise with
this, came before us March 28, 2019.
This year, he said all studies have been
done. This cannot be extended.

The only reason this amendment is
here is to try to delay doing what we
need to do and what the experts say,
which is not refurbish this missile but
move forward with replacement.

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chair, look,
the Minuteman IIT has been a great de-
terrent and a great source of security
for this country, but it is 46 years old.
It was put in the ground when I was in
college, and I can’t even remember
what I was doing in college.

It has already been extended three
times.

As Mr. TURNER said, the testimony in
our committee said that we have stud-
ied this, and the conclusion was more
study and more delay was not cost-ef-
fective.

Look at the reality of the situation.
If we move into a new system, we have
to have the infrastructure to make
that move so the system can be seam-
less going from place to place.

If we pause in that reconstruction of
infrastructure, what we do is stop the
construction. Then, we have to start up
again, which is why the cost continues
to increase.

There are parts of Minuteman III
that are no longer being produced in
the private sector, so the engineers at
the Air Force logistics centers have to
rejigger from old parts a new part. In
fact, the blueprints in some cases are
so old, they are not readable anymore.

We have to move forward. This
amendment stops us from modernizing
our efforts. The GBSD has to move for-
ward.

Let’s face it: The only reason it is
not moving forward right now is be-
cause it doesn’t have a cute name like
Minuteman IIT. But it is our future. If
we want something in our future, we
cannot tolerate more delays. This
amendment for another study does
nothing more than delay what we can
actually come up with, the new genera-
tion of what we need to defend this
country.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, may I
inquire as to the amount of time re-
maining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon has 13 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, my
colleague has the right to close?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio has 1 minute remaining and
has the right to close.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself 15 seconds to reassure my
good friend from Utah that the Minute-
man missile doesn’t have to remember
what it was doing in the past. It simply
has to launch.

To the notion that it is a Nixon-era
weapon, we are flying B-52s, which are
not just Lyndon Johnson but those are
of the Kennedy era.

Mr. Chair, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from California
(Mr. GARAMENDI), my good friend.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chair, I want
to engage in a discussion because it is
extremely important here.

I thank my good friend, Mr. TURNER,
for raising some issues. Indeed, we
might be better off going to the mu-
seum and getting the Apollo because
the current Moon launch system isn’t
working too well, well over budget and
well delayed. But the issue at hand has
to do with these missiles.

There is clarity that this can be de-
layed. In one of our hearings, General
Clark said it can be refurbished once
again.

Other hearings have provided infor-
mation that the key here is the com-
mand and control system, which is in-
deed antiquated and which indeed must
be refurbished and rebuilt. We ought to
spend our time on that.

This amendment does not delay the
ground-based system. What it does is it
gives us the information so that we can
make an informed decision about when
to engage and spend the $100 billion to
$150 billion on the new ground-based
missile system.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, did
my friend from California not com-
pletely exhaust the time allotted?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chair, if you
are around here long enough, your
mind can go in 1-minute sections, and
I was right on the 1 minute and 15. I
will try to close very quickly on this in
the next few seconds.

Mr. Chair, this amendment doesn’t
stop the ground-based system from
going forward. It simply gives us, the
decisionmakers, the opportunity to
make a very informed decision about
when we must renew this system.

There is clear evidence, clear discus-
sion in various areas, that an addi-
tional period of time is available before
we initiate and go full bore into the
new ground-based system. Let’s get in-
formation. Let’s get knowledge.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY).

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, it
seems to me the studies that have been
conducted make it clear that it makes
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no cost sense to try to extend the life
of these missiles that have been in
place for so long.

I think what is really at stake here is
whether the three legs of the triad
upon which our defense has depended
for so many decades are to be renewed,
modernized, and remain credible.

Each leg of that triad, the sub-
marines, the air leg, and the missiles
that we are talking about now, have
unique characteristics. It is the three
of them working together that has
been so successful in making sure that
our country has been protected and
that no nuclear weapon has been used
since the end of World War II.

It is essential to modernize the land
leg base of our triad to make sure that
it stays credible, modern, and safe.
That is why this amendment should be
rejected.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 33 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle B of title XXXI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 31 . INDEPENDENT STUDY ON THE W80-4
NUCLEAR WARHEAD LIFE EXTEN-
SION PROGRAM.

(a) INDEPENDENT STUDY.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator for Nuclear Security shall
seek to enter into an agreement with a feder-
ally funded research and development center
to conduct a study on the W80-4 nuclear war-
head life extension program.

(2) LIMITATION.—Of the funds authorized to
be appropriated by this Act or otherwise
made available for fiscal year 2020 for the
W80-4 nuclear warhead life extension pro-
gram, not more than $713,551,000 may be obli-
gated or expended until the date on which
the Administrator submits the study under
paragraph (1) to the congressional defense
committees pursuant to subsection (d).

(b) MATTERS INCLUDED.—The study under
section (a)(1) shall include the following:

(1) An explanation of the unexpected in-
crease in cost of the W80-4 nuclear warhead
life extension program.

(2) An analysis of—

(A) the future costs of the program; and

(B) schedule requirements.

(3) An analysis of the impacts on other pro-
grams as a result of the additional funding
for W80-4, including—
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(A) life-extension programs;

(B) infrastructure programs; and

(C) research, development, test, and eval-
uation programs.

(4) An analysis of the impacts that a delay
of the program will have on other programs
due to—

(A) technical or management challenges;
and

(B) changes in requirements for the pro-
gram.

(c) SUBMISSION TO NNSA.—Not later than
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the federally funded research and
development center shall submit to the Ad-
ministrator a report containing the study
conducted under subsection (a)(1).

(d) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 210 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Administrator shall submit
to the congressional defense committees the
study under subsection (a)(1), without
change.

(e) FORM.—The study under subsection (a)
shall be in unclassified form, but may in-
clude a classified annex.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, I
have an amendment here that would
deal with a study on the cost-effective-
ness of the W80-4 Life Extension Pro-
gram.

We have been having these debates
over the years before the committee on
this issue of nuclear weapons. I am
deeply troubled that we really haven’t
done a deep dive on the floor of the
House in terms of the path we have
been on.
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I have settled, in the past, for trying
to have some studies to determine
whether or not what we are doing going
forward is actually cost-effective.

In this case, the father of this device,
former Secretary of Defense Bill Perry,
has argued that there is scant justifica-
tion for spending tens of billions of dol-
lars on new weapons. General Mattis
has stated numerous times that he is
not sold on the LRSO.

I simply want to make sure that we
know what we are getting into, what
the costs are, in terms of some of the
increases that are going forward.

We need to do a better job of our
oversight, our debate. These weapons
have not been used, as the gentleman
said, since the end of World War II. It
is not at all clear that we needed to
have the volume of weapons we had,
the number of delivery systems. In
fact, there is strong argument that we
could have done a better job, or just as
good a job, of deterrence with less. And
there have been a whole host of prob-
lems in the past in terms of mis-
management, accident that we have
narrowly avoided disaster.

I think this is a small step forward,
and I would respectfully request that
the study be approved.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, we are
blazing along on the timeline of nu-
clear weapons and missile development
where we had a missile that was last
placed in the ground in 1973 during
Richard Nixon’s second term, after he
was elected to a second term. We now
have a 1980 Jimmy Carter-era warhead.

The analogy of the B-52 doesn’t apply
to this technology. The B-52 is a plane
that has been in continuous flight. We
are not talking about a plane that has
been put in a hangar since Jimmy Car-
ter. These are items that we don’t use.

Nuclear weapons are there as a deter-
rent to deter our adversaries. The only
way we can deter our adversaries is to
have them believe that any aggression
against us would be matched with such
overwhelming force that it would be at
their great risk.

To the extent that we allow our nu-
clear deterrent to degrade, which we
have with Nixon-era missiles and Car-
ter-era weapons, we lessen our overall
security. Now, this is—again, it sounds
like just a study. It is not really a
study. It is a study of a study of a re-
study of a restudy. This has been stud-
ied so much, in fact, it is on a bipar-
tisan basis that this W-84 warhead
needs to be refurbished, needs to be
redone.

Even the Obama administration had
an analysis of all alternatives and con-
cluded that the air-launched cruise
missile and its warhead could not be
sustained and had already experienced
reduced survivability. Even the Obama
administration said, Don’t do this.
They said, Move forward.

Now, once again, this is not about a
study. This is about stopping the ongo-
ing efforts of a program. This is about
holding moneys back so that we don’t
modernize our nuclear weapons. Again,
China is moving forward; Russia is
moving forward. But here we are, on
the floor of Congress, trying to stop
our ability to match and meet those
who might wish to do us harm.

This amendment needs to be de-
feated. This is an ancient 1980s Carter-
era warhead. Even the Obama adminis-
tration agrees it needs to be replaced.
We should not jeopardize its funding.
Every time we do this, every time we
stop and say, Let’s study this, our
costs go up and our risks go higher and
our security gets lower.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. SMITH), the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, this is a little bit smaller
than what the gentleman from Ohio
implied. We are stopping the funding of
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this program. Actually, what we are
stopping is the additional $185 million
request that NNSA and the President
requested in this budget on top of this.
The missile would continue to be fund-
ed.

This is a concern we had in com-
mittee. We talked about it and we let
it go.

But they have not really told us what
they are going to do with this addi-
tional $185 million. And we have con-
cerns, in addition to the concerns that
Mr. BLUMENAUER raised about the effi-
cacy of the program, about whether or
not they are going to be able to exe-
cute this $185 million and what their
exact timeline is for the program. In
fact, the Air Force recently said that
they were delaying by a year or two
certain steps in the development of
this missile while saying they were
also going to be able to still meet the
ultimate deadline for deployment.

But the specific $185 million that is
expensed is an amount that was asked
for in addition to what had originally
been planned for FY20. We do not have
an adequate explanation, in my view,
and in Mr. BLUMENAUER’S view, from
DOD as to why they want that addi-
tional $185 million, and that is the pur-
pose of this. It is not studying the en-
tire missile. It is saying, why are you
accelerating the program and asking
for this additional money? So I support
this amendment.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY).

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, my understanding is
that, in January of this year, the inde-
pendent Office of Cost Estimating and
Program Evaluation, which is part of
the Department of Energy’s NNSA,
provided a report and an objective
analysis of this program. Everything
that they reported was that the pro-
gram remains on budget as expected
for the first production unit by fiscal
year 2025.

I think what has happened is that
they have a greater opportunity, a
greater need, to spend more money
from 2019 to 2020 than they originally
planned. Now, that can occur for sev-
eral reasons.

Number one, a program can start to
move a little faster so you can make
good use of money. Unfortunately,
what sometimes happens is once you
start looking into some of these very
old warheads, you discover problems
that need some resources in order to
deal with those problems.

Now, we can’t really talk on the floor
about the specific concerns with any
particular warhead today because of
classification. But the key point is, the
overall funding program has remained
consistent and perfectly within the
guidelines of what was planned origi-
nally.

Again, I am afraid that this amend-
ment, like the last one, is delayed by
study. We can study things to death,
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but we have not done what we should
to renew the three legs of the triad and
the weapons which constitute our nu-
clear deterrence, and upon which our
security depends. We have basically
reached the point where we have no
margin for error. We have to move
ahead with submarines, we have to
move ahead with the new bomber, we
have to move ahead with the Minute-
man III replacement, and we have to
move ahead with the warhead replace-
ment, not only to make sure they
work, but to make sure the people
around them are safe. That is the cru-
cial point.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman,
with enormous respect to my col-
leagues who are opposed to this amend-
ment, I think this amendment makes
enormous sense. It is $185 million of ad-
ditional money that has been requested
in just the last couple of months to
move this program forward.

We ought to be very careful here be-
cause the NNSA is only 50 percent sure
that it is a $12 billion program. That is
on the upside, not on the downside. So
we are talking about something very
expensive.

It is unfortunate that we have di-
vided this extraordinarily important
debate about the future of our nuclear
systems into 5-minute segments. This
ought to be a b-hour debate on the
floor. I see my colleagues nodding their
head.

A fundamental question is being
asked here about where we are going
with our nuclear enterprises. We do
know this: We are in the midst of a
three-party nuclear arms race. And
this one is going to be extremely dan-
gerous because the weapons are bigger;
they are safer, to be sure, but they are
more likely to explode; and, finally,
they are going to be delivered by
stealth technology.

Sad, but true, we need a 5-hour de-
bate on this entire thing.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that there are people who don’t
like nuclear weapons. I don’t like nu-
clear weapons either, but I don’t like
nuclear weapons in the hands of other
people. And, yes, there are those who
say that we are in the middle of an
arms race. But the reality is that we
are sitting this one out. We are not in
the arms race.

When we are debating on the House
floor about a warhead from the Carter-
era and a missile from the Nixon-era
and we can’t even talk about moving
forward on funding, there is no race
here. We are sitting this out. But our
adversaries are racing, and I am con-
cerned about what they are doing. That
is why this is important that this be
defeated.

But another aspect of this that is in-
credibly important is that this calls for
an independent study. Independent:
That is saying they don’t trust the
study that happened before. The study
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that happened before was the Obama
administration. I think their answer
was correct: We need to not study this
and we need to move forward.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon has 45 seconds remaining.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
let me just make three points.

First and foremost, anybody who
thinks that we are standing still and
defenseless is not in the real world. We
are spending billions of dollars on nu-
clear weapons and delivery systems.
And, in fact, we are relying on a deliv-
ery system from the Kennedy-era with
the B-52. So I say to the gentleman,
don’t tell me that we cannot move
these items forward.

Second, the gentleman does not have
a good fix in terms of what is hap-
pening with the cost increases. This
study is required to be able to have the
additional money. If we can do the ap-
propriate study and it makes sense, the
money is there. But this is a step to-
wards accountability and it is long,
long overdue, and I hope we can start
now approving this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3¢ OFFERED BY MS. FRANKEL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 34 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle G of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR
SHORTER- OR INTERMEDIATE-
RANGE GROUND LAUNCHED BAL-
LISTIC OR CRUISE MISSILE SYS-
TEMS.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Secretary of State Mike Pompeo’s Feb-
ruary 1, 2019, announcement of the decision
of the United States to withdraw from the
INF Treaty, without proper consultation
with Congress, is a serious breach of
Congress’s proper constitutional role as a co-
equal branch of government;

(2) United States withdrawal from the INF
Treaty will free Russia to deploy greater
quantities of the SSC-8 missile to the det-
riment of United States national security
and that of our allies in Europe and the Indo-
Pacific region;
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(3) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) alliance makes critical contribu-
tions to United States national security, and
the failure to weigh the concerns of NATO
allies risks weakening the joint resolve nec-
essary to counter Russia’s aggressive behav-
ior;

(4) as opposed to withdrawing from the INF
Treaty, the United States should continue to
advance other diplomatic, economic, and
military measures outlined in the ‘“‘Trump
Administration INF Treaty Integrated
Strategy’ to resolve the concerns related to
Russia’s violation of the INF Treaty and to
reach agreement on measures to ensure the
INF Treaty’s future viability; and

(5) further, in lieu of withdrawing from the
INF Treaty, the United States should look at
options to expand arms control treaties to
include China in an effort to limit its short-
and intermediate-range missiles.

(b) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act or other-
wise made available for the Department of
Defense for fiscal year 2020 may be made
available for the research, development,
testing, evaluation, procurement, or deploy-
ment of a United States shorter- or inter-
mediate-range ground launched ballistic or
cruise missile system with a range between
500 and 5,500 kilometers until the following
has been submitted to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress:

(1) A report from the Secretary of Defense,
jointly with the Secretary of State and the
Director of National Intelligence, that in-
cludes—

(A) a detailed diplomatic proposal for ne-
gotiating an agreement to obtain the stra-
tegic stability benefits of the INF Treaty;

(B) an assessment of the implications, in
terms of the military threat to the United
States and its allies in Europe and the Indo-
Pacific region, of Russian deployment of in-
termediate-range cruise and ballistic mis-
siles without restriction;

(C) identification of what types of tech-
nologies and programs the United States
would need to pursue to offset the additional
Russian capabilities, and at what cost;

(D) identification of what mission require-
ments will be met by INF Treaty-type sys-
tems; and

(E) details regarding ramifications of a col-
lapse of the INF Treaty on the ability to
generate consensus among States Parties to
the NPT Treaty ahead of the 2020 NPT Re-
view Conference, and assesses the degree to
which Russia will use the United States uni-
lateral withdrawal to sow discord within the
NATO alliance.

(2) A copy or copies of at least one Memo-
randum of Understanding from a NATO or
Indo-Pacific ally that commits it to host de-
ployment of any such ballistic or cruise mis-
sile system on its own territory, and in the
case of deployment on the European con-
tinent, has the concurrence of the North At-
lantic Council.

(3) An unedited copy of an analysis of al-
ternatives conducted by the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of Cost
Assessment and Program Evaluation that
considers other ballistic or cruise missile
systems, to include sea- and air-launched
missiles, that could be deployed to meet cur-
rent capability gaps due to INF Treaty re-
strictions, and further to include cost, sched-
ule, and operational considerations.

(¢) ForM.—The documents required by
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (b)
shall be submitted in unclassified form, but
may contain a classified annex.

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed to authorize
the use of funds described in subsection (b)
for the research, development, testing, eval-
uation, procurement, or deployment of INF
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Treaty-type systems in the United States or
its territories.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees of
Congress’” means—

(A) the congressional defense committees;
and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives.

(2) INF TREATY.—The term “INF Treaty”’
means the Treaty between the United States
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Elimination of Their Inter-
mediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles,
together with the Memorandum of Under-
standing and Two Protocols, signed at Wash-
ington December 8, 1987, and entered into
force June 1, 1988.

(3) NPT TREATY.—The term ‘NPT Treaty”’
means the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, signed at Washington
July 1, 1968.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. FRANKEL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chairman, I
think there are a few of us here in Con-
gress who are old enough to remember
a time when we actually did nuclear
bomb drills in school. It probably
would have been a futile action had
there been a real attack.

And although nuclear warfare is still
an existential threat to all of us and
our allies around the world, it has been
arms control that has let us go about
our lives daily without that worry of
nuclear war: agreements like the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty,
known as the INF Treaty, signed in
1987 between the United States and the
Soviet Union, which led to the elimi-
nation of thousands of United States
and Russian nuclear missiles.

In recent years, it has become appar-
ent that Russia has been violating this
treaty. And in response, in February,
the Trump administration announced
its withdrawal to the consternation of
our European friends, giving both the
United States and Russia freedom to
produce more nuclear weapons.

And it is the general consensus of the
arms control community that we
should be working with Russia to bring
them back into compliance instead of
adding to our nuclear arsenal and
sidestepping NATO.
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Once again, this administration is
alienating allies who don’t want to be
targets for Russian attacks. The NATO
Secretary General said, clearly: We do
not intend to deploy new land-based
nuclear missiles in Europe.

In recent testimony before Congress,
General Paul Selva, the Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated:
There are no military requirements
that we cannot currently satisfy due to
our compliance with the INF Treaty.

In other words, the world has enough
nuclear weapons to destroy civiliza-
tion.
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It is clear that our withdrawal from
INF has been driven by extreme ele-
ments in our administration who have
made their careers out of destroying
arms control agreements.

To stop this nuclear escalation, my
amendment would prohibit funding for
missile systems noncompliant with the
INF Treaty unless the Defense Depart-
ment demonstrates an ally has agreed
to host the INF missile and that we
have exhausted all other diplomatic
options.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment to prevent a dangerous and
costly nuclear arms race. Enough is
enough.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting Chair. The gentleman
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

This is a dangerous amendment. The
Trump administration withdrew from
the INF Treaty because Russia had
been cheating on this treaty for years.
The only country that was in compli-
ance with the INF Treaty was the
United States, and we were handcuffing
ourselves by putting limitations on our
ability to respond to threats from Rus-
sia or China since we were the only
country in the world complying with
it.

China was not a signatory to the INF
Treaty. This was, like was said, signed
32 years ago. China was not the mili-
tary power that it is today. It was not
a party to this treaty.

Going forward, I would love to see
some kind of treaty between the U.S.
and Russia and China, but that is not
in the works if this amendment is
passed. This ignores China.

China has more missiles in the Pa-
cific region than anyone else in the
world. They have more, certainly, than
the United States. So that is another
flaw with this amendment.

Russia has been cheating on this, and
to say we are going to comply with the
terms of the treaty regardless of what
Russia does is to reward them for their
cheating.

One other key point that makes this
a dangerous amendment is because it
would prevent the testing necessary for
the growth of our missile defense pro-
gram. The INF Treaty that this would
put us back into—in a backdoor kind of
way—prohibits testing or deployment
of missiles with the range of 500 to 5,500
kilometers. Those are the Kkinds of
tests that we need to be able to do to
test our missile defense systems.

The Department of Defense stated,
just a couple of days ago:

Land-based missiles required to support
ballistic missile defense system flight test-
ing also have ranges between 500 and 5,500
kilometers. Loss of target missile capability
would likely prohibit upcoming missile de-
fense flight tests requiring such target mis-
siles.
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And they go on to say:

This will limit the warfighter. It will limit
our missile defense capabilities.

That is a dangerous thing.

There is some dispute over whether
allies like Israel would be included in
this ban of test vehicles. I will leave
that for another discussion, but it is a
serious issue.

It would certainly prohibit our test-
ing of our missile defense systems be-
tween the range of 500 to 5,500 kilo-
meters. That would cripple our growth
of missile defense for the future. That
doesn’t make the world a safer place. It
certainly doesn’t make the TUnited
States a safer place.

So, for all of those reasons, Mr.
Chairman, this is a bad amendment,
and I would urge that we reject it and
vote ‘‘no.”

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chair, how much
time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Florida has 2% minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chair, let me
just respond by saying, according to
the Department of Defense, there is
nothing in this amendment that would
impact missile defense test systems.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL).

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support this amendment.

There has been some misinformation
out there about what this amendment
would actually do, so let me just clear
up a few things.

This measure is a prohibition on the
United States deploying a short- or in-
termediate-range ground-launched bal-
listic or cruise missile system—just the
United States. It has nothing to do
with any other country.

We want to prevent an arms race. We
want to push back on the President’s
careless and reckless approach to Rus-
sia.

The INF Treaty has been a corner-
stone of arms control for 30 years. Yes,
we are clear about the threat Russia
poses. Yes, Russia has violated this
treaty again and again, which threat-
ens transatlantic security and sta-
bility. This is no surprise, coming from
Vladimir Putin.

But we have to use every diplomatic
tool at our disposal to try to salvage
the treaty. Instead, the administration
followed Putin’s lead and walked away,
and now Russia will feel totally uncon-
strained to start another arms race.

So I know that the relationship with
Putin and all kinds of things that
Putin does, we have to be very, very
wary about it, and I just think what
the gentlewoman is doing is a common-
sense approach to this.

The United States can go back at any
time and change our policy. And when
it comes to Russia and Putin, we don’t
trust them. Trust and verify.

I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I would
like to inquire how much time both
sides have remaining.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado has 2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentlewoman from Florida has
1Y minutes remaining.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I am
going to make a brief statement and
then yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

First, let me say that this doesn’t
just put us back in the INF, which
would be bad enough. This puts us in a
worse posture than the INF. This
amendment is more stringent on our
ability to develop our defensive capa-
bilities than the INF would be.

Specifically, the INF has an exemp-
tion for interceptors; this does not. So
we can’t do interceptor tests. We could
have under INF, but we can’t under
this amendment.

And, also, there is an exception for
ballistic missiles without warheads for
testing our defenses. That is in INF; it
is not in this amendment. This is worse
than the INF, which is bad enough.

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, this is
very basic. You cannot have a treaty
with yourself. You must have a treaty
with someone else. If that other person
steps out of the treaty, you no longer
have a treaty.

Russia stepped out of the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty.
The North Atlantic Council all came
together and confirmed it. At the last
NATO summit, every one of our allies
confirmed it. The treaty is dead.

To have a treaty, now, where the
other side has stepped out and it is
only us that is left and say, by statute,
we are going to shackle ourselves so
that we are going to stay there has no
reflection on reality.

Their violating the treaties aren’t
minor violations of the treaty. They
have developed, tested, and deployed a
weapon that violates the treaty. That
means that they are once again deploy-
ing nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons
for which we don’t have a response.

Our response doesn’t necessarily have
to be go field one. We can continue di-
plomacy. But legislation is not diplo-
macy. By legislation, we are going to
say that the United States shall for-
ever, as long as the legislation stays in,
be tied to a treaty that the person on
the other side already left and deployed
missiles that are pointed at our assets,
our military people, our men and
women in uniform, and our allies. This
is folly.

Now, the Missile Defense Agency, by
the way, issued a statement that says
this affects our cooperation with Israel
and our interceptor research with
them.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chair, oh, my,
we definitely need 5 hours. This is ex-
traordinarily important. In fact, it is
the United States that terminated its
role in the INF Treaty when President
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Trump pulled out of the treaty. Pre-
sumably, Russia is still in, although
they are clearly violating the treaty.
We lost whatever leverage there may
have been.

We are now in the midst of, what I
said a moment ago, one more stage of
a nuclear arms race. All of us better
take a deep breath here and begin some
serious negotiations, because this time
it is extraordinarily dangerous.

In addition to that, please under-
stand that our allies on whose land
these missiles may be placed are not in
agreement that they should be placed
there, and so there really is no plan for
the deployment, let alone exactly how
these missiles would be done.

By the way, we clearly have alter-
native ways of delivering nuclear weap-
ons: short-range, long-range, inter-
continental ballistic missiles, and most
every other way except no longer in a
briefcase or in a projectile, fortu-
nately.

So it is not harmful to delay this. It
is not harmful to make sure that our
allies are in sync with us as to how
they may be deployed.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chair, how much
time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Florida has 15 seconds remaining.

Ms. FRANKEL. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say this.

The Department of Defense says that
nothing in this amendment would im-
pact missile defense cooperation with
Israel.

I just want to end by saying: Enough
is enough. Diplomacy, not more nu-
clear weapons.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. FRANKEL).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY LANGEVIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 35 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle B of title XXXI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 31 . FUNDING FOR LOW-ENRICHED URA-
NIUM RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT.

(a) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by this title for defense nuclear non-
proliferation, as specified in the cor-
responding funding table in section 4701, for
low-enriched uranium research and develop-
ment is hereby increased by $20,000,000.
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(b) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding the amounts
set forth in the funding tables in division D,
the amount authorized to be appropriated by
this title for atomic energy defense activi-
ties, as specified in the corresponding fund-
ing table in section 4701, for Federal salaries
and expenses is hereby reduced by $20,000,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment funds
ongoing efforts to assess the viability
of using low-enriched uranium fuel in
naval reactors, including those in air-
craft carriers and submarines, some-
thing this Congress has supported for
many years now.

The United States has demonstrated
strong leadership to minimize, and
wherever possible all but eliminate,
the use of highly enriched uranium for
civilian purposes. Doing so reduces the
risk of nuclear terrorism and makes
clear that the accumulation of HEU is
solely for nuclear weapons purposes,
undercutting any nation’s argument
that they need it for anything else.

Using low-enriched uranium, or LEU,
in naval reactor fuel can bring signifi-
cant national security benefits with re-
spect to nuclear mnonproliferation,
lower security costs, and put naval re-
actor research and development at the
cutting edge of science. Pursuing the
development of LEU fuel offers the op-
portunity to achieve transformational
progress on fuel technology.

Additionally, unless an alternative
using low-enriched uranium fuel is de-
veloped in the coming decades, the
United States will have to resume pro-
duction of bomb-grade uranium for the
first time since 1992, ultimately under-
mining U.S. nonproliferation efforts.

Using LEU for naval reactors is not a
pipe dream. France’s nuclear Navy al-
ready has converted from using HEU to
using LEU fuel for its vessels. We must
evaluate the feasibility of a similar
transition for the U.S. Navy and take
into account the potential benefits to
the U.S. and international security of
setting a norm of using LEU instead of
nuclear bomb-grade material.
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As America confronts the threat of
nuclear terrorism and as countries con-
tinue to enrich uranium for naval pur-
poses, the imperative to reduce the use
of HEU will become increasingly im-
portant over the next several decades.

As such, as I said, Congress has
sought to advance these efforts in a bi-
partisan, bicameral way over the last
several years by evaluating the poten-
tial of utilizing LEU fuel in reactors
for U.S. Navy aircraft carriers and sub-
marines.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chair, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chair, I would
like to point out that there have been
multiple studies done on this.

In 2014, the Department of Defense
and the Department of the Navy point-
ed out the negative impacts that low-
enriched uranium would have on the
capability of the Navy.

In 2016, another report, and I remind
the folks here in the Chamber that this
report was specific about saying the
negative impacts that low-enriched
uranium will have on the capability of
our United States Navy.

In 2018, letters from both the Direc-
tor of Naval Reactors, Admiral
Caldwell, and from the Secretary of the
Navy, Richard Spencer, all stated the
negative impact that low-enriched ura-
nium would have on the capability of
the Navy.

We look, too, at the dollars that are
being proposed to offset this. The $20
million reduction in the National Nu-
clear Security Administration would
reduce salaries in that area by 15 per-
cent.

According to NNSA, this reduction
would likely require a reduction in
force to achieve this staffing level.
They will let people go if this money is
transferred to another study, a study
that has been done multiple times in
the past with the same outcomes, that
this would have a harmful effect on the
National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion.

They also say that the amendment
would negate recently implemented
improvements in oversight and ac-
countability and slow down the execu-
tion of critical nuclear security and
safety programs.

It would also affect weapons mod-
ernization and nuclear nonproliferation
efforts. The same thing the gentleman
from Rhode Island said that this bill is
meant to address, it actually takes
money away from the efforts that
NNSA is putting forward.

It also would inhibit physical secu-
rity, cybersecurity, and environmental
remediation programs.

Not only has this study been done
multiple times, but it would take
money away from the critical elements
that are being proposed that this study
would seek to find out. Again, the con-
clusions have already been reached.
The impact of LEU on the Nation’s
naval capability has already been iden-
tified.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, let me
say that we can’t fear the future. We
must invest in research and develop-
ment.

I want to point out that the then-
chair, the Naval Reactors Director, Ad-
miral Richardson, testified before the
House Armed Services Committee. He
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said, with current technology, ‘‘the po-
tential exists that we could develop an
advanced fuel system that might in-
crease uranium loading and make low-
enriched uranium possible while still
meeting some very rigorous perform-
ance requirements for naval reactors
on nuclear-powered warships.”’

To address the concerns of my col-
league, I want to mention that this
House has already included $20 million
for this research in the Energy and
Water appropriations package that
passed the House on June 19, which
also included a $15 million increase to
NNSA Federal salaries and expenses
over fiscal year 2019.

These spending levels have already
been set by the House. This amend-
ment simply matches the authoriza-
tion level with the House-passed appro-
priations level.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chair, I remind
the gentleman from Rhode Island that
this is the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. It is not another appropria-
tions bill. This is specific to the use of
these dollars here for these purposes
specifically.

Mr. Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs.
LURIA).

Mrs. LURIA. Mr. Chair, as a Navy
veteran, I believe in focusing our lim-
ited resources toward efforts that will
make our forces more effective, reli-
able, and efficient.

I oppose this amendment that would
decrease the National Nuclear Security
Administration’s budget by $20 million
and allocate the money to a program
to develop low-enriched uranium fuel
for submarines and aircraft carriers.

Drawing on my 20-year Navy experi-
ence in the supervision and operation
of naval nuclear propulsion systems, it
makes little sense to divert these re-
sources. Our highly enriched uranium
reactor design has successfully powered
our submarine fleet, delivering a crit-
ical leg of our nuclear deterrent and
our aircraft carriers, providing our
unique sustained forward presence ca-
pability for mnearly seven decades.
There is no need for this amendment.

Top Navy leadership and the Sec-
retary of Energy clearly state that a
low-enriched uranium design for naval
nuclear propulsion ‘‘would result in a
reactor design that is inherently less
capable, more expensive, and unlikely
to support current life-of-ship sub-
marine reactors.”

Meanwhile, Admiral James Caldwell,
Director of the Naval Nuclear Propul-
sion Program, says that investing in
LEU would negatively impact reactor
endurance, reactor size, and ship costs,
and its success is ‘‘not assured.”

I have no doubt that we could even-
tually develop a reactor design using
LEU, but would it continue to meet
our operational and strategic defense
needs? No. It would make our plat-
forms inherently 1less capable, less
operationally available, and more ex-
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pensive to operate. In turn, it would re-
quire more of these assets to accom-
plish the same objectives.

If the genesis behind this amendment
is to advance issues of nonprolifera-
tion, it makes little sense to draw
down the budget of the very agency
that is tasked with the security of nu-
clear weapons and nuclear fuel.

I will conclude as I began. We need to
commit our limited resources where
they are most efficiently used to sup-
port our operational forces and our na-
tional defense. These dollars are best
spent on the National Nuclear Security
Administration.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, may I in-
quire how much time remains on both
sides.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Rhode Island has 2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Virginia
has 45 seconds remaining.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, I urge my
colleagues to support the amendment.

Mr. Chair, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. FOSTER), who is the House’s only
nuclear physicist.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chair, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, I rise today as the only
Ph.D. physicist in the U.S. Congress.
During my career, I have designed and
led the construction of giant particle
accelerators and other nuclear equip-
ment, led high-risk and successful R&D

programs, and designed equipment
using classified neutron transport
codes.

Because of its importance to national
security and nuclear nonproliferation,
I have studied at length the question of
minimizing the use of highly enriched
uranium in naval propulsion reactors. I
received numerous individual and high-
ly technical classified briefings, exam-
ined reactor core specifications, and
visited the naval nuclear fuel fabrica-
tion facility in Virginia.

I believe that continuing the re-
search supported by this amendment is
worth pursuing for the reasons given
by my colleague.

Several factors must be dealt with in
determining the practicality of uti-
lizing LEU in naval propulsion reac-
tors, including the total energy and
power deliverable by the core, the vol-
ume of the reactor, the enrichment
level of the fuel, reactivity limits, and
the heat transfer area required for a
given power level.

It is complicated, but a 2016 report by
the JASON scientific advisory board
concluded that using an optimized LEU
design instead of the existing HEU de-
sign could result in a significantly
more compact core. This would be a
true operational advantage and one
that we should not give up by aban-
doning this R&D program that has
been going on for years.

I close by pointing out that I am not
alone in this. This is not only about op-
timizing submarine performance. As
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pointed out by 35 Nobel Prize-winning
scientists, it is crucial for non-
proliferation that we set a good exam-
ple for the rest of the world and not use
weapons-grade uranium for applica-
tions where it is not required. Coun-
tries like France and others do not use
weapons-grade uranium in their sub-
marines and in carriers. We should set
an example and do likewise.

This R&D program will enable that
possibility by continuing it for the
next decade.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. Chair, | rise today as the only PhD
Physicist in Congress. During my career |
have design and led the construction of giant
particle accelerators and other nuclear equip-
ment, led high-risk and successful R and D
programs, and designed equipment using
classified neutron transport codes.

Because of its importance to National Secu-
rity and Nuclear NonProliferation, | have stud-
ied at length the question of minimizing the
use of HEU in our naval propulsion reactors.

| received numerous individual and highly
technical classified briefings, examined reactor
core specifications, and visited the naval nu-
clear fuel fabrication facility in Virginia.

| believe that the research supported by this
amendment is worth pursuing, for the reasons
given by my colleague.

The reason is simple, that HEU is one of
the most dangerous substances known to
man, because it can be used to make a sim-
ple, gun-type design nuclear bomb with a
multi-kiloton yield.

This is not true of LEU—Ilow-enriched, non-
weapons grade uranium.

This distinction is important for the enforce-
ment of Nuclear Nonproliferation. Since the
detection of even minute amounts of HEU can
and has been used as clear evidence of a
weapons program in a nation that has alleg-
edly committed to only peaceful uses of atom-
ic energy based on LEU.

Which is why the elimination of globally held
stockpiles has been a U.S. policy objective for
over 40 years, and recently supported by a
letter from 35 Nobel Prize winners.

But let’s talk about the physics and reactor
systems engineering.

Several factors must be dealt with in deter-
mining the practicality of utilizing LEU in naval
propulsion reactors, including total energy and
power deliverable by the core, volume of the
reactor, and enrichment level of the fuel, reac-
tivity limits, and the heat transfer area required
for a given power level.

A 2016 report by the JASON Scientific Advi-
sory Board concluded that, that using the ex-
isting HEU design, in order achieve the same
total deliverable energy using LEU, the core
would have to be approximately 4.5 times
larger.

This does not mean, however, that you
would need a reactor system with 4.5 times
the volume, since most propulsion compo-
nents scale with the power of the reactor,
which would be unchanged in the conversion
from HEU to LEU.

The purpose of the R and D funding in this
amendment is to develop and qualify a fuel
element and reactor design the will result in a
much more compact overall design.

Although the exact improvement factor is
classified and has been redacted in the public
version of the JASON report.
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If the R and D program succeeds, it will
verify the feasibility of using LEU in Naval re-
actors with smaller or no performance com-
promise.

The independent JASON scientific review
committee gave this R and D program a posi-
tive outlook.

In a July 2016 report to Congress, the Of-
fice of Naval Reactors stated that, “The ad-
vanced LEU fuel system concept has the po-
tential to satisfy the energy requirements of an
aircraft carrier without affecting the number of
refuelings.”

This would massively reduce U.S. consump-
tion of Weapons Grade Uranium.

The situation is more nuanced for sub-
marines.

The Virginia-class replacement propulsion
plant is being targeted by this R and D pro-
gram, with a decision time for transition to
LEU of about 10 years from now.

But such progress over the next two dec-
ades can only happen if we continue aggres-
sively pursuing the R and D now.

As the JASON report stated, “If a decision
is made soon to proceed with ELE-LEU de-
velopment, then by the time the design of the
Virginia-replacement propulsion plant is being
solidified in the 2030 time frame, NNPP will
have a good idea of whether ELE-LEU will
succeed. . . . [Tlhen the Navy’s final HEU
core might be built as early as 2040.”

If any of my colleagues would like to con-
tinue this conversation in a classified setting,
| would be more than happy to answer any
questions.

| urge my colleagues to join me and vote
yes on this critical amendment.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chair, in conclu-
sion, I want to point to the 2016 report
that assessed that additional refuelings
would increase Navy fleet operating
costs by several billion dollars a year.

Mr. Chair, as we are looking to re-
build the Navy, that means ships that
will not get built. That will mean less
operating capability. That will mean
ships that need to be at dock for longer
periods of time for maintenance and for
refueling.

A larger submarine reactor core,
which is what DOD says would be need-
ed for LEU, requires a larger sub-
marine, and it makes those submarines
less capable and less efficient.

It also requires massive redesigns, so
it interrupts existing submarine con-
struction programs.

All of those things have significant
impacts on the capability of the Navy.

Take the Virginia-class submarine
reactor, which operates on a 33-year
ship expectancy. That would cut that
by one-third, which means it would
have to come back and be refueled
again.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. LAN-
GEVIN).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR.
SMITH OF WASHINGTON

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
pursuant to House Resolution 476, I
offer amendments en bloc.
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The Acting CHAIR (Mr. KILDEE). The
Clerk will designate the amendments
en bloc.

Amendments en bloc No. 5 consisting
of amendment Nos. 20, 37, 38, 40, 43, 47,
147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155,
156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164,
and 165, printed in part B of House Re-
port 116-143, offered by Mr. SMITH of
Washington:

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. SHERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle D of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 12 . UNITED STATES ACTIONS RELATING
TO RUSSIAN INTERFERENCE IN
ELECTIONS FOR FEDERAL OFFICE.

(a) PROHIBITION ON TRANSACTIONS RELATING
TO NEW RUSSIAN SOVEREIGN DEBT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the President shall issue regulations prohib-
iting United States persons from engaging in
transactions with, providing financing for, or
in any other way dealing in Russian sov-
ereign debt that is issued on or after the date
that is 180 days after such date of enactment.

(2) RUSSIAN SOVEREIGN DEBT DEFINED.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘‘Rus-
sian sovereign debt’’ means—

(A) bonds issued by the Russian Central
Bank, the Russian National Wealth Fund,
the Russian Federal Treasury, or agents or
affiliates of any such institution, with a ma-
turity of more than 14 days;

(B) new foreign exchange swap agreements
with the Russian Central Bank, the Russian
National Wealth Fund, or the Russian Fed-
eral Treasury, the duration of which agree-
ment is longer than 14 days; and

(C) any other financial instrument, the du-
ration or maturity of which is more than 14
days, that the President determines rep-
resents the sovereign debt of Russia.

(3) REQUIREMENT TO PROMPTLY PUBLISH
GUIDANCE.—The President shall concurrently
publish guidance on the implementation of
the regulations issued pursuant to paragraph
D.

(b) DETERMINATION OF RUSSIAN INTER-
FERENCE IN ELECTIONS FOR FEDERAL OF-
FICE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after an election for Federal office, the Di-
rector of National Intelligence, in consulta-
tion with the Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, the Director of the National
Security Agency, and the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, shall—

(A) determine whether or not the Govern-
ment of Russia, or any person acting as an
agent of or on behalf of that government,
knowingly engaged in interference in the
election; and

(B) submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership a report on
that determination, including an identifica-
tion of the government or person that inter-
fered in the election if the Director deter-
mines that interference did occur.

(2) ADDITIONAL REPORTING.—If the Director
of National Intelligence determines and re-
ports under paragraph (1) that neither the
Government of Russia nor any person acting
as an agent of or on behalf of that govern-
ment knowingly engaged in interference in
an election for Federal office, and the Direc-
tor subsequently determines that such gov-
ernment, or such a person, did engage in
such interference, the Director shall submit
to the appropriate congressional committees
and leadership a report on the subsequent de-
termination not later than 30 days after
making that determination.

(3) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report required
by paragraph (1) or (2) shall be submitted in
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unclassified form but may include a classi-
fied annex.

(c) LIFTING THE PROHIBITION ON TRANS-
ACTIONS RELATING TO NEW RUSSIAN SoOV-
EREIGN DEBT.—The President shall imme-
diately suspend the prohibition on trans-
actions relating to Russian sovereign debt
required under subsection (a) if, no later
than 90 days after the date on which a report
required under subsection (b) is submitted to
the appropriate congressional committees
and leadership and no later than 120 days
after the most recent election for Federal of-
fice, whichever is sooner—

(1) the Director of National Intelligence
has in its report required under subsection
(b) affirmatively determined that neither the
Government of Russia, nor any person acting
as an agent of or on behalf of that govern-
ment, has knowingly engaged in interference
in the most recent election for Federal of-
fice; and

(2) Congress has passed a joint resolution
certifying the determination of the Director
of National Intelligence.

(d) REIMPOSING THE PROHIBITION ON TRANS-
ACTIONS RELATING TO NEW RUSSIAN SOV-
EREIGN DEBT.—The President shall imme-
diately reimpose the prohibition on trans-
actions relating to Russian sovereign debt
required under subsection (a) if, after 90 days
following the date on which a report required
under subsection (b) is submitted to the ap-
propriate congressional committees and
leadership or 120 days following the most re-
cent election for Federal office, whichever is
sooner—

(1) the Director of National Intelligence, in
the report required under subsection (b), has
not affirmatively determined that neither
the Government of Russia, nor any person
acting as an agent of or on behalf of that
government, has knowingly engaged in inter-
ference in the most recent election for Fed-
eral office; or

(2) Congress has failed to pass a joint reso-
lution certifying the determination of the
Director of National Intelligence in its re-
port required under subsection (b) that nei-
ther the Government of Russia, nor any per-
son acting as an agent of or on behalf of that
government, has knowingly engaged in inter-
ference in the most recent Federal election.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees” means—

(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, the Committee on Finance,
the Select Committee on Intelligence, and
the Committee on Rules and Administration
of the Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Financial Services,
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, and the
Committee on House Administration of the
House of Representatives.

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP.—The term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees and leader-
ship” means—

(A) the appropriate congressional commit-
tees;

(B) the majority leader and minority lead-
er of the Senate; and

(C) the Speaker, the majority leader, and
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(3) ELECTIONS FOR FEDERAL OFFICE.—The
term ‘‘elections for Federal office”” has the
meaning given such term in the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (62 U.S.C.
30101 et seq.), except that such term does not
include a special election.
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(4) INTERFERENCE IN ELECTIONS FOR FED-
ERAL OFFICE.—The term ‘‘interference’’, with
respect to an election for Federal office:

(A) Means any of the following actions of
the government of a foreign country, or any
person acting as an agent of or on behalf of
such a government, undertaken with the in-
tent to influence the election:

(i) Obtaining unauthorized access to elec-
tion and campaign infrastructure or related
systems or data and releasing such data or
modifying such infrastructure, systems, or
data.

(ii) Blocking or degrading otherwise legiti-
mate and authorized access to election and
campaign infrastructure or related systems
or data.

(iii) Contributions or expenditures for ad-
vertising, including on the internet.

(iv) Using social or traditional media to
spread significant amounts of false informa-
tion to individuals in the United States.

(B) Does not include communications
clearly attributable to news and media out-
lets which are publicly and explicitly either
controlled or in large part funded by the gov-
ernment of a foreign country.

(5) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’,
with respect to conduct, a circumstance, or a
result, means that a person has actual
knowledge, or should have known, of the
conduct, the circumstance, or the result.

(6) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’ means an
individual or entity.

(7) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term
““United States person’ means—

(A) a United States citizen or an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence to
the United States; or

(B) an entity organized under the laws of
the United States or of any jurisdiction
within the United States, including a foreign
branch of such an entity.

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MS. JAYAPAL
OF WASHINGTON

At the end of subtitle A of title VI, add the
following:

SEC. 606. ANNUAL REPORTS ON APPROVAL OF
EMPLOYMENT OR COMPENSATION
OF RETIRED GENERAL OR FLAG OF-
FICERS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS
FOR EMOLUMENTS CLAUSE PUR-
POSES.

(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Section 908 of title
37, United States Code is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c):

‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORTS ON APPROVALS FOR
RETIRED GENERAL AND FLAG OFFICERS.—(1)
Not later than January 3leach year, the Sec-
retaries of the military departments shall
jointly submit to the appropriate commit-
tees and Members of Congress a report on
each approval under subsection (b) for em-
ployment or compensation described in sub-
section (a) for a retired member of the armed
forces in general or flag officer grade that
was issued during the preceding year. The re-
port shall be posted on a publicly available
Internet website of the Department of De-
fense no later than 30 days after it has been
submitted to Congress.

‘“(2) In this subsection, the appropriate
committees and Members of Congress are—

““(A) the Committee on Armed Services,
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate;

‘(B) the Committee on Armed Services,
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives;

“(C) the Majority Leader and the Minority
Leader of the Senate; and
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‘(D) the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives.”.

(b) SCOPE OF FIRST REPORT.—The first re-
port submitted pursuant to subsection (c) of
section 908 of title 37, United States Code (as
amended by subsection (a) of this section),
after the date of the enactment of this Act
shall cover the five-year period ending with
the year before the year in which such report
is submitted.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. AGUILAR OF
CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 530. STUDY REGARDING SCREENING INDI-
VIDUALS WHO SEEK TO ENLIST IN
THE ARMED FORCES.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Defense shall
study the feasibility of, in background inves-
tigations and security and suitability
screenings of individuals who seek to enlist
in the Armed Forces—

(1) screening for white nationalists and in-
dividuals with ties to white nationalist orga-
nizations; and

(2) using the following resources of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation:

(A) The Tattoo and Graffiti Identification
Program.

(B) The National Gang Intelligence Center.

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall submit an unclassi-
fied report in writing to the congressional
defense committees containing conclusions
of the Secretary regarding the study under
subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MS. PORTER OF
CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle E of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 550c. EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE REGARD-
ING PAYDAY LENDING PROTEC-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections1041.4 through
1041.6, 1041.10, and 1041.12(b)(1) through (3) in
the final rule published on November 17, 2017
by the Bureau of Consumer Financial Pro-
tection (82 F.R. 54472) related to Mandatory
Underwriting Provisions shall go into effect

on August 19, 2019, with regards to
servicemembers, veterans and surviving
spouses.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘servicemember’” has the

meaning given that term in section 101 of
title 10, United States Code.

(2) The terms ‘‘veteran’” and ‘‘surviving
spouse’’ have the meanings given those
terms in section 101 of title 38, United States
Code.

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MS. OCASIO-
CORTEZ OF NEW YORK

At the end of subtitle B of title III, insert
the following:

SEC. 3 . FUNDING FOR DETONATION CHAM-
BERS IN VIEQUES, PUERTO RICO.

(a) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 4301 for environmental res-
toration, Navy, line 060, as specified in the
corresponding funding table in section 4301,
for the purchase, deployment, and operation
of a closed detonation chambers of the di-
mensions necessary to achieve a substantial
reduction in open air burning and open air
detonation that will bring the practice of
open air burning and open air detonation to
the lowest practicable level, is hereby in-
creased by $10,000,000.

(b) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding the amounts
set forth in the funding tables in division D,
the amount authorized to be appropriated in
section 4301 for Operations and Maintenance,
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as specified in the corresponding funding
table in section 4301, line 460, Office of the
Secretary of Defense for Admin & SRVWIDE
Activities is hereby reduced by $10,000,000.
AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MRS. TORRES
OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of title XI, add the following
new section:
SEC. 11__ . REVIEW OF STANDARD OCCUPA-
TIONAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget shall not later than 30 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, cat-
egorize public safety telecommunicators as a
protective service occupation under the
Standard Occupational Classification Sys-
tem.

AMENDMENT NO. 147 OFFERED BY MR.
FORTENBERRY OF NEBRASKA

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, insert
the following:

SEC. 12 . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON SUP-
PORTING THE RETURN AND REPA-
TRIATION OF RELIGIOUS AND ETH-
NIC MINORITIES IN IRAQ TO THEIR
ANCESTRAL HOMELANDS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the Nineveh Plain and the wider region
have been the ancestral homeland of Assyr-
ian Chaldean Syriac Christians, Yazidis,
Shabak, and other religious and ethnic mi-
norities, where they lived for centuries until
the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS)
overran and occupied the area in 2014;

(2) in 2016, then-Secretary of State John
Kerry announced, ‘“‘In my judgment Daesh is
responsible for genocide against groups in
areas under its control, including Yezidis,
Christians, and Shia Muslims. Daesh is geno-
cidal by self-proclamation, by ideology, and
by actions—in what it says, what it believes,
and what it does. Daesh is also responsible
for crimes against humanity and ethnic
cleansing directed at these same groups and
in some cases also against Sunni Muslims,
Kurds, and other minorities.”’;

(3) these atrocities were undertaken with
the specific intent to bring about the eradi-
cation and displacement of Christians,
Yazidis, and other communities and the de-
struction of their cultural heritage, in viola-
tion of the United Nations Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide signed by the United States on De-
cember 11, 1948;

(4) in 2016, the House of Representatives
passed H. Con. Res. 75 expressing the sense of
the House of Representatives that the atroc-
ities perpetrated by ISIS against religious
and ethnic minorities in Iraq and Syria in-
clude war crimes, crimes against humanity,
and genocide;

(5) through joint efforts of the United
States and 79 allies and partners, ISIS has
been territorially defeated in Iraq and Syria;

(6) in July 2018, under the direction of Vice
President Pence, the Genocide Recovery and
Persecution Response Program partnered
with the Department of State, the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, and local faith and community leaders
to rapidly and directly deliver aid to per-
secuted communities, beginning with Iraq;

(7) Christians in Iraq once numbered over
1.5 million in 2003 and have dwindled to less
than 200,000 today:;

(8) armed militia groups linked to Iran, op-
erating systematically in Sinjar and the
Nineveh Plains, have harassed and intimi-
dated religious and ethnic minorities there-
by destabilizing northern Iraq and pre-
venting local and indigenous minorities to
return to their homelands;

(9) Iraqi religious minorities have faced
challenges in integrating into the Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces and Kurdish Peshmerga;

(10) over 500 acres of productive agricul-
tural lands in eastern Ninevah Governate
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have been burned in cases of arson in May
2019 alone, destroying significant wheat and
barley cultivation areas;

(11) these agricultural resources are crit-
ical to northern Iraq’s livelihood, especially
that of minority populations, and continued
crop arson prevents safe and prosperous re-
turn of minority populations as well as com-
plicates stabilization efforts; and

(12) facilitating the success of communities
in Sinjar and the Nineveh Plains requires a
commitment from international, Iraqi,
Kurdish, and local authorities, in partner-
ship with local faith leaders, to promote the
safety and security of all people, especially
religious and ethnic minorities.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) it should remain a policy priority of the
United States, working with international
partners, the Government of Iraq, the
Kurdistan Regional Government, and local
populations, to support the safe return of
displaced indigenous people of the Nineveh
Plain and Sinjar to their ancestral home-
land;

(2) it should be a policy priority of the
Government of Iraq, the Kurdish Regional
Government, the United States, and the
international community to guarantee the
restoration of fundamental human rights, in-
cluding property rights, to genocide victims,
and to see that ethnic and religious plu-
ralism survives in Iraq;

(3) Iraqi Security Forces and the Kurdish
Peshmerga should work to more fully inte-
grate all communities, including religious
minority communities, to counter current
and future terrorist threats; and

(4) the United States, working with inter-
national allies and partners, should continue
to lead coordination of efforts to provide for
the safe return and future security of reli-
gious minorities in the Nineveh Plain and
Sinjar.

AMENDMENT NO. 148 OFFERED BY MR. FOSTER OF
ILLINOIS

At the end of subtitle E of title XVI, add
the following new section:

SEC. 16 . MODIFICATIONS TO REQUIRED TEST-
ING BY MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY
OF GROUND-BASED MIDCOURSE DE-
FENSE ELEMENT OF BALLISTIC MIS-
SILE DEFENSE SYSTEM.

Section 1689 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2017 (Public
Law 114-328; 130 Stat. 2631; 10 U.S.C. 2431
note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘, when possible,”’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘¢, includ-
ing the use of threat-representative counter-
measures’’ before the period;

(2) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph
(8);

(3) by striking subsection (d);

(4) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (d); and

(5) in subsection (d), as so redesignated, by
striking the last sentence.

AMENDMENT NO. 149 OFFERED BY MR. FOSTER OF
ILLINOIS

Page 65, line 3, strike ‘90 days’ and insert
€180 days’’.

Page 65, line 6, before the period at the
end, insert the following: ‘‘and receives ap-
proval for such termination from the com-
mittees”.

Page 65, line 10, insert ‘‘to multiple Fed-
eral agencies’ before ‘‘known’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 150 OFFERED BY MR. FOSTER OF
ILLINOIS

At the end of subtitle E of title XVI, add
the following new section:
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SEC. 16 . INDEPENDENT STUDY ON IMPACTS
OF MISSILE DEFENSE DEVELOP-
MENT AND DEPLOYMENT.

(a) STUDY.—Not later than 30 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall seek to enter into
an agreement with the National Academy of
Sciences to conduct a study on the impacts
of the development and deployment of long-
range missile defenses of the United States
on the security of the United States as a
whole.

(b) MATTERS INCLUDED.—The study under
subsection (a) shall—

(1) consider whether security benefits ob-
tained by the deployment of long-range mis-
sile defenses of the United States are under-
mined or counterbalanced by adverse reac-
tions of potential adversaries, including both
rogue states and near-peer adversaries; and

(2) consider the effectiveness of the long-
range missile defense efforts of the United
States to deter the development of ballistic
missiles, in particular by both rogue states
and near-peer adversaries.

(c) SUBMISSION.—Not later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees the study under
subsection (a), without change.

(d) ForM.—The study shall be submitted
under subsection (c¢) in unclassified form, but
may include a classified annex.

AMENDMENT NO. 151 OFFERED BY MS. FOXX OF

NORTH CAROLINA

At the end of subtitle F of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON EUROPEAN IN-
VESTMENTS IN NATIONAL SECU-
RITY.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) is central to United States-European
defense matters; and

(2) military cooperation and coordination
in Europe among NATO member countries
should complement NATO efforts and not de-
tract from NATO military system interoper-
ability and burden sharing among NATO al-
lies.

AMENDMENT NO. 152 OFFERED BY MS. FRANKEL
OF FLORIDA

Page 904, after line 10, insert the following
section:

SEC. 1614. INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT OF RELA-
TIONSHIP BETWEEN WOMEN AND
VIOLENT EXTREMISM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and annually thereafter, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, in consultation with the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State,
and the head of any element of the intel-
ligence community the Director determines
appropriate, shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees an intelligence as-
sessment on the relationship between women
and violent extremism and terrorism, includ-
ing an assessment of—

(1) the historical trends and current state
of women’s varied roles in all aspects of vio-
lent extremism and terrorism, including as
recruiters, sympathizers, perpetrators, and
combatants, as well as peace-builders and
preventers;

(2) how women’s roles in all aspects of vio-
lent extremism and terrorism are likely to
change in the near- and medium-term;

(3) the extent to which the unequal status
of women affects the ability of armed com-
batants and terrorist groups to enlist or con-
script women as combatants and perpetra-
tors of violence;

(4) how terrorist groups violate the rights
of women and girls, including child, early,
and forced marriage, abduction, sexual vio-
lence, and human trafficking, and the extent
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to which such violations contribute to the
spread of conflict and terrorist activities;
and

(5) opportunities to address the security
risk posed by female extremists and leverage
the roles of women in counterterrorism ef-
forts.

(b) CLASSIFICATION.—The assessment re-
quired under subsection (a) shall be sub-
mitted in unclassified form, but may include
a classified annex.

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”
means—

(1) the Select Committee on Intelligence,
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and
the Committee on Armed Services, of the
Senate; and

(2) the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence, the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Armed Services,
of the House of Representatives.

AMENDMENT NO. 153 OFFERED BY MR. GAETZ OF
FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle G of title VIII, add
the following new section:

SEC. 898. REPORT AND STRATEGY ON TERMI-
NATED FOREIGN CONTRACTS.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con-
gress a report on contracts performed in for-
eign countries for which the contract was
terminated for convenience because of ac-
tions taken by the government of, or an enti-
ty located in, the foreign country that im-
peded the ability of the contractor to per-
form the contract. Such report shall include,
for each contract so terminated—

(1) the specific contract type;

(2) the good or service that is the subject of
the contract;

(3) the contracting entity within the De-
partment of Defense;

(4) the annual and total value of the con-
tract;

(5) the foreign countries involved in imple-
menting the contract;

(6) an identification of the government of,
or entity located in, the foreign country that
impeded the ability of the contractor to per-
form the contract;

(7) the rationale, if any, for impeding the
ability of the contractor to perform the con-
tract, and an analysis of whether the ration-
ale contradicted and requirements of the
Federal Acquisition Regulation;

(8) the increased costs incurred by the De-
partment of Defense because of the termi-
nation; and

(9) any additional information, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(b) STRATEGY.—The Secretary of Defense,
in collaboration with the Secretary of State,
shall develop a strategy and accompanying
guidelines for contractors and other Federal
Government employees involved in the per-
formance of Department of Defense con-
tracts in foreign countries to ensure such
contracts are not subject to interference,
contract meddling, or favoritism by govern-
ment of, or an entity located in, the foreign
country. Not later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to Congress a
report on the strategy and accompanying
guidelines.

AMENDMENT NO. 154 OFFERED BY MR. GAETZ OF
FLORIDA

At the end of subtitle J of title V, add the
following new section:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

SEC. 597. RECOMMENDING THAT THE PRESIDENT
GRANT LIEUTENANT COLONEL
RICHARD COLE, UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE (RET., AN HONORARY AND
POSTHUMOUS PROMOTION TO THE
GRADE OF COLONEL.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) Richard E. Cole (in this section referred
to as ‘“‘Cole”) graduated from Steele High
School in Dayton, Ohio, and completed two
years at Ohio University before enlisting in
the Army Air Corps in November, 1940.

(2) Cole completed pilot training and was
commissioned as a Second Lieutenant in
July, 1941.

(3) On April 18, 1942, the United States con-
ducted air raids on Tokyo led by Lieutenant
Colonel James ‘“Jimmy” Doolittle, which
later became known as ‘‘the Doolittle Raid”’.

(4) Cole flew in the Doolittle Raid as Lieu-
tenant Colonel Doolittle’s co-pilot in air-
craft number 1.

(5) For their outstanding heroism, valor,
skill, and service to the United States, the
Doolittle Raiders, including Cole, were
awarded the Congressional Gold Medal in
2014.

(b) RECOMMENDATION OF HONORARY PRO-
MOTION FOR RICHARD E. COLE.—Pursuant to
section 1563 of title 10, United States Code,
Congress recommends that the President
grant Lieutenant Colonel Richard E. Cole,
United States Air Force (retired), an hon-
orary and posthumous promotion to the
grade of colonel.

(c) ADDITIONAL BENEFITS NOT TO ACCRUE.—
The advancement of Richard E. Cole on the
retired list of the Air Force under subsection
(b) shall not affect the retired pay or other
benefits from the United States to which
Richard E. Cole would have been entitled
based upon his military service, or affect any
benefits to which any other person may be-
come entitled based on such military serv-
ice.

the fol-

AMENDMENT NO. 155 OFFERED BY MR.
GALLAGHER OF WISCONSIN

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. . REPORT ON ZTE COMPLIANCE WITH SU-
PERSEDING SETTLEMENT AGREE-
MENT AND SUPERSEDING ORDER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and annually thereafter, the President shall
submit to Congress a report on the compli-
ance of Zhongxing Telecommunications
Equipment Corporation (ZTE Corporation)
and ZTE Kangxun Telecommunications Ltd.
(ZTE Kangxun) (collectively, “ZTE’) with
the Superseding Settlement Agreement and
Superseding Order reached with the Depart-
ment of Commerce on June 8, 2018.

(b) ForM.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified
form and publicly accessible, but may in-
clude a classified annex.

AMENDMENT NO. 156 OFFERED BY MR.
GALLAGHER OF WISCONSIN

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the

following new section:

SEC. 2 . INCREASE IN FUNDING FOR NA-
TIONAL SECURITY INNOVATION CAP-

ITAL.
(a) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding the

amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 201 for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, as specified in
the corresponding funding table in section
4201, for research, development, test, and
evaluation, Defense-wide, for Defense Inno-
vation Unit (DIU) Prototyping is hereby in-
creased by $75,000,000 (to be used in support
of national security innovation capital).

(b) OFFSET.—Not withstanding the
amounts set forth in the funding tables in di-
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vision D, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 201 for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, as specified in
the corresponding funding table in section
4201, for research, development, test, and
evaluation, Defense-wide, advanced compo-
nent development and prototypes, advanced
innovative technologies, 1line 096 (PE
0604250D8Z) is hereby reduced by $75,000,000.
AMENDMENT NO. 157 OFFERED BY MR.
GALLAGHER OF WISCONSIN

At the end of subtitle E of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 1262. LIMITATION ON REMOVAL OF HUAWEI
TECHNOLOGIES CO. LTD. FROM EN-
TITY LIST OF BUREAU OF INDUSTRY
AND SECURITY.

The Secretary of Commerce may not re-
move Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd. (in this
section referred to as ‘‘Huawei’’) from the
entity list maintained by the Bureau of In-
dustry and Security and set forth in Supple-
ment No. 4 to part 744 of title 15, Code of
Federal Regulations, until the Secretary cer-
tifies to Congress that—

(1) neither Huawei nor any senior officers
of Huawei have engaged in actions in viola-
tion of sanctions imposed by the United
States or the United Nations in the 5-year
period preceding the certification;

(2) Huawei has not engaged in theft of
United States intellectual property in that 5-
year period;

(3) Huawei does not pose an ongoing threat
to United States telecommunications sys-
tems or critical infrastructure; and

(4) Huawei does not pose a threat to crit-
ical infrastructure of allies of the United
States.

AMENDMENT NO. 158 OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGO
OF ARIZONA

At the end of subtitle B of title V, add the
following new section:

SEC. 520. REPORT ON NATIONAL GUARD AND
UNITED STATES NORTHERN COM-
MAND CAPACITY TO MEET HOME-
LAND DEFENSE AND SECURITY INCI-
DENTS.

Not later than September 30, 2020, the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall, in
consultation with the Commander of United
States Northern Command, submit to the
congressional defense committees a report
setting forth the following:

(1) A clarification of the roles and mis-
sions, structure, capabilities, and training of
the National Guard and the United States
Northern Command, and an identification of
emerging gaps and shortfalls in light of cur-
rent homeland security threats to our coun-
try.

(2) A list of the resources that each State
and Territory National Guard has at its dis-
posal that are available to respond to a
homeland defense or security incident, with
particular focus on a multi-State electro-
magnetic pulse event.

(3) The readiness and resourcing status of
forces listed pursuant to paragraph (2).

(4) The current strengths and areas of im-
provement in working with State and Fed-
eral interagency partners.

(56) The current assessments that address
National Guard readiness and resourcing of
regular United States Northern Command
forces postured to respond to homeland de-
fense and security incidents.

(6) A roadmap to 2040 that addresses readi-
ness across the spectrum of long-range
emerging threats facing the United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 159 OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGO
OF ARIZONA

Strike section 852 and insert the following:

SEC. 852. ASSURED SECURITY AGAINST INTRU-
SION ON UNITED STATES MILITARY
NETWORKS.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in

this section, the Secretary of Defense shall
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only award contracts for the procurement of
telecommunications equipment and services
for national security installations in terri-
tories of the United States located in the Pa-
cific Ocean to allowed contractors.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to contracts for the procurement of
telecommunications equipment and services
that—

(1) do not process or carry any information
about the operations of the Armed Forces of
the United States or otherwise concern the
national security of the United States; or

(2) cannot route or redirect user data traf-
fic or permit visibility into any user data or
packets that such services or facilities trans-
mit or otherwise handle.

(c) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense may
waive the restriction of subsection (a) upon a
written determination that such a waiver is
in the national security interests of the
United States and either—

(1) a contractor that is not an allowed con-
tractor would not have the ability to track,
record, listen, or otherwise access data or
voice communications of the Department of
Defense through the provision of the tele-
communications equipment or services; or

(2) a qualified allowed contractor is not
available to perform the contract at a fair
and reasonable price.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ALLOWED CONTRACTOR.—The term ‘‘al-
lowed contractor’” means an entity (includ-
ing any affiliates or subsidiaries) that is a
contractor or subcontractor (at any tier)—

(A) for which the principal place of busi-
ness of such entity is located in the United
States or in a foreign country that is not an
adversary of the United States; and

(B) that does not have significant connec-
tions, including ownership interests in, or
joint ventures with, any entity identified in
paragraph (f)(3) of section 889 of the John S.
McCain National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2019 (Public Law 115-232; 132
Stat. 1918; 41 U.S.C. 3901 note).

(2) NATIONAL SECURITY INSTALLATION.—The
term ‘‘national security installation’ means
any facility operated by the Department of
Defense.

AMENDMENT NO. 160 OFFERED BY MR.
GARAMENDI OF CALIFORNIA

Page 891, after line 14, insert the following:

SEC. 1609. DEMONSTRATION OF BACKUP AND
COMPLEMENTARY POSITIONING,
NAVIGATION, AND TIMING CAPABILI-
TIES OF GLOBAL POSITIONING SYS-
TEM.

Effective on June 1, 2019, section 1606 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2018 (Public Law 115-91; 131 Stat.
1725) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘the
date that is 18 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act’” and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2020”’; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘18
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act” and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2020"".

AMENDMENT NO. 161 OFFERED BY MR.
GARAMENDI OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of subtitle A of title XXXV, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 35 . MILITARY TO MARINER PROGRAM.

(a) CREDENTIALING SUPPORT.—Not later
than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard operates, in coordina-
tion with one another and with the United
States Committee on the Marine Transpor-
tation System, and in consultation with the
Merchant Marine Personnel Advisory Com-
mittee, shall identify all training and experi-
ence within each of the Armed Forces that
may qualify for merchant mariner

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

credentialing, and submit a list of all identi-
fied training and experience to the United
States Coast Guard National Maritime Cen-
ter for a determination of whether such
training and experience counts for
credentialing purposes.

(b) REVIEW OF APPLICABLE SERVICE.—The
United States Coast Guard Commandant
shall make a determination of whether
training and experience counts for
credentialing purposes, as described in sub-
section (a), not later than 6 months after the
date on which the United States Coast Guard
National Maritime Center receives a submis-
sion under subsection (a) identifying a train-
ing or experience and requesting such a de-
termination.

(c) FEES AND SERVICES.—The Secretary of
Defense and the Secretary of the Department
in which the Coast Guard operates, with re-
spect to the applicable services in their re-
spective departments, shall—

(1) take all necessary and appropriate ac-
tions to provide for the waiver of fees
through the National Maritime Center 1li-
cense evaluation, issuance, and examination
for members of the Armed Forces on active
duty, if a waiver is authorized and appro-
priate, and, if a waiver is not granted, take
all necessary and appropriate actions to pro-
vide for the payment of fees for members of
the Armed Forces on active duty by the ap-
plicable service to the fullest extent per-
mitted by law;

(2) direct the Armed Forces to take all nec-
essary and appropriate actions to provide for
Transportation Worker Identification Cre-
dential cards for members of the Armed
Forces on active duty pursuing or possessing
a mariner credential, such as implementa-
tion of an equal exchange process for active
duty service members at no or minimal cost;

(3) ensure that members of the Armed
Forces who are to be discharged or released
from active duty and who request certifi-
cation or verification of sea service be pro-
vided such certification or verification no
later than one month after discharge or re-
lease;

(4) ensure the Armed Forces have devel-
oped, or continue to operate, as appropriate,
the online resource known as Credentialing
Opportunities On-Line to support separating
members of the Armed Forces who are seek-
ing information and assistance on merchant
mariner credentialing; and

(5) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this section, take all necessary
and appropriate actions to review and imple-
ment service-related medical certifications
to merchant mariner credential require-
ments.

(d) ADVANCING MILITARY TO MARINER WITH-
IN THE EMPLOYER AGENCIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard operates shall have
direct hiring authority to employ separated
members of the Armed Forces with valid
merchant mariner licenses or sea service ex-
perience in support of United States national
maritime needs, including the Army Corps of
Engineers.

(2) APPOINTMENTS OF RETIRED MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES.—Except in the case of po-
sitions in the Senior Executive Service, the
requirements of section 3326(b) of title 5,
United States Code, shall not apply with re-
spect to the hiring of a separated member of
the Armed Forces under paragraph (1).

(e) SEPARATED MEMBER OF THE ARMED
FORCES.—In this section, the term ‘‘sepa-
rated member of the Armed Forces’” means
an individual who—

(1) is retiring or is retired as a member of
the Armed Forces;
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(2) is voluntarily separating or voluntarily
separated from the Armed Forces at the end
of enlistment or service obligation; or

(3) is administratively separating or has
administratively separated from the Armed
Forces with an honorable or general dis-
charge characterization.

AMENDMENT NO. 162 OFFERED BY MS. GONZALEZ-
COLON OF PUERTO RICO

Page 662, line 25, after ‘‘commanders’ in-
sert the following: ‘“‘and the effects on pre-
paredness to provide support to States and
territories in connection with natural disas-
ters, threats, and emergencies’.

AMENDMENT NO. 163 OFFERED BY MS. GONZALEZ-
COLON OF PUERTO RICO

At the end of subtitle B of title III, insert
the following:

SEC. 3 . COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT ON
ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP OF
VIEQUES AND CULEBRA, PUERTO
RICO.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the Secretary of Defense should explore
all avenues and alternatives to expedite the
ongoing cleanup and environmental restora-
tion process in the former military training
sites located on the island-municipalities of
Vieques and Culebra, Puerto Rico;

(2) the Department of Defense should work
with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the Government of Puerto Rico to ensure the
decontamination process is conducted in a
manner that causes the least possible intru-
sion on the lives of island residents and
minimizes public health risks; and

(3) the Federal Government should collabo-
rate with local and private stakeholders to
effectively address economic challenges and
opportunities in Vieques, Culebra, and the
adjacent communities of the former United
States Naval Station Roosevelt Roads.

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall complete a study and submit a report
to the congressional defense committees on
the status of the Federal cleanup and decon-
tamination process in the island-municipali-
ties of Vieques and Culebra, Puerto Rico.
The study shall include a comprehensive
analysis of the following:

(1) The pace of ongoing cleanup and envi-
ronmental restoration efforts in the former
military training sites in Vieques and
Culebra.

(2) Potential challenges and alternatives to
accelerate the completion of such efforts, in-
cluding their associated costs and any im-
pact they might have on the public health
and safety of island residents.

AMENDMENT NO. 164 OFFERED BY MS. GONZALEZ-
COLON OF PUERTO RICO

At the end of subtitle B of title X, insert
the following:

SEC. 10 . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
COUNTERDRUG ACTIVITIES IN THE
TRANSIT ZONE AND CARIBBEAN
BASIN.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) combating transnational criminal orga-
nizations and illicit narcotics trafficking
across the transit zone and the Caribbean
basin, particularly in and around Puerto
Rico and the United States Virgin Islands, is
critical to the national security of the
United States;

(2) the Department of Defense should work
with the Department of Homeland Security,
the Department of State, and other relevant
Federal, State, local, and international part-
ners to improve surveillance capabilities and
maximize the effectiveness of counterdrug
operations in the region; and
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(3) the Secretary of Defense should, to the
greatest extent possible, ensure United
States Northern Command and United
States Southern Command have the nec-
essary assets to support and increase
counter-drug activities within their respec-
tive areas of operations in the transit zone
and the Caribbean basin.

AMENDMENT NO. 165 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR OF
ARIZONA

Page 408, line 7, strike ‘‘and’’.

Page 408, line 10, strike the period at the
end and insert ‘‘; and”.

Page 408, after line 10, insert the following
new subparagraph:

(C) ensure that the United States will
eliminate dependency on rare earth mate-
rials from China by fiscal year 2025.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. SMITH) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chair, I thank
the chairman for including my amend-
ment in the en bloc. This amendment
is cosponsored by Chairwoman
WATERS.

Russia interfered in our election. To
date, our sanctions have been illusory.
A few individuals have been told they
can’t get visas to visit the United
States. They will never see Disneyland.

This amendment provides real, seri-
ous sanctions on the Russian state by
saying that no U.S. person can make
additional purchases of Russian sov-
ereign debt.

It provides a mechanism for remov-
ing these sanctions. If the administra-
tion concludes that Russia goes just
one election cycle without interfering
in our election, and if Congress agrees
with that conclusion, then these sanc-
tions are lifted.

Finally, the amendment narrowly de-
fines interference in our elections. It
makes it plain that if Russian tele-
vision wants to editorialize or Putin
wants to put out a press release, that is
fine. Rather, it is interference in our
election where Russia interferes with
voter tabulation or voter registration
processes, where Russia steals informa-
tion for the purpose of influencing our
election, or where Russian hackers use
false flag communications pretending
to be American spokesmen when they
are not.

We need a serious mechanism to pun-
ish Russia for what they did in prior
elections and to deter them from inter-
fering in our future elections. This
amendment does that, and I am pleased
to include it in the en bloc.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from North Carolina (Ms.
FoxX).

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Chair, I thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding me time and includ-
ing my amendment in the en bloc.

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the en
bloc package. I thank Chairman SMITH
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and Ranking Member THORNBERRY for
their assistance on my amendment and
thank the Rules Committee for recog-
nizing the importance of this issue.

My amendment sends a clear signal
to the Buropean Union on the impor-
tance of the primacy of NATO over our
shared defense interests.

As some European capitals push for
the formation of a European Union
army, my amendment expresses the
importance of NATO centrality over
our defense policy architecture and the
necessity of military system interoper-
ability and burden-sharing efforts
among NATO allies.

We all know that increases in Euro-
pean military capability must be made
by our European allies to comply with
their NATO obligations. Investments
underway in the form of the PESCO
pact and the European Defense Fund
can risk system interoperability and
present divergent spending priorities
within our alliance. EU defense invest-
ments should take place under the
NATO umbrella to ensure account-
ability and the guarantee of U.S. influ-
ence.

Mr. Chair, I thank my colleagues
again for their support of this amend-
ment.

[ 1615

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
JAYAPAL), my fellow Washingtonian.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Chair, I thank
the chairman for his leadership on this
package.

My amendment in this package
would help curb the corrupt influence
of foreign money in our politics.

The Emoluments Clause of the Con-
stitution already requires retired mili-
tary officers who want to work for a
foreign government to first receive per-
mission from their service in the State
Department and to disclose the nature
of their work. My amendment would
make the approved activities available
to Congress and to the public.

We still have a long way to go to con-
strain foreign influence peddling and
corruption in Washington. We saw this
with General Flynn, who concealed his
work lobbying for the Turkish Govern-
ment in a dispute with the United
States in the 2016 Presidential election.

We trust our retired military offi-
cials to speak in the best interest of
the United States, and when they are
being paid to further another country’s
agenda, we deserve to know.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment package.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Puerto Rico (Miss
GONZALEZ-COLON). .

Miss GONZALEZ-COLON of Puerto
Rico. Mr. Chairman, I thank Ranking
Member THORNBERRY and Chairman
SMITH for including my three amend-
ments, amendments No. 162, 163, and
164, in this en bloc package.

Amendment 162 requires the Depart-
ment of Defense to review the effects
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on preparedness and support to States
and territories in connection with nat-
ural disasters, threats, and emer-
gencies prior to inactivating Army
watercraft units.

There are four of these vessels in
Puerto Rico. They were instrumental
during the recovery process after Hur-
ricane Maria and conducted several re-
covery missions, including delivering
food and other essentials to island mu-
nicipalities and the Virgin Islands.

This role should be taken into ac-
count as part of the review process
prior to divesting any of the Army’s
watercraft systems, especially consid-
ering the multiple jurisdictions that
have been recently impacted by nat-
ural disasters.

Amendment No. 163 seeks to help us
speed up the Federal cleanup and de-
contamination process in the former
military ranges on the island munici-
palities of Vieques and Culebra. Spe-
cifically, my amendment directs the
General Accounting Office to complete
a study and a report to the congres-
sional defense committees on the sta-
tus of the process, including an anal-
ysis of the pace of ongoing environ-
mental restoration efforts and poten-
tial challenges and alternatives to ac-
celerate their completion. This com-
prehensive study will allow us to ex-
plore the most effective and secure
methods to complete the cleanup proc-
ess in Vieques and Culebra, which is
vital to improve the quality of life of
island residents.

The last amendment, amendment No.
164, highlights the importance of the
Department of Defense counter-drug
operations in the transit zone and Car-
ibbean basin. It expresses the sense of
Congress that combating transnational
organizations in the region, particu-
larly in and around Puerto Rico and
the U.S. Virgin Islands, is critical to
national security of the United States,
and that the Department of Defense
shall work with the Department of
Homeland Security and the Depart-
ment of State and other relevant part-
ners to improve surveillance capabili-
ties and maximize the effectiveness of
counter-drug operations in the region.

That is the reason I strongly urge my
colleagues to support this effort, and I
thank you for including these three
amendments in the en bloc package.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TORRES).

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Chair, for 17% years, I worked as a 911
dispatcher.

My average day consisted of handling
incidents, such as coordinating police
vehicle and foot pursuits, talking to
suicide callers, negotiating with barri-
caded suspects, and talking to their
victims.

One call that has stayed with me and
threw me into a political world that I
never wanted to be a part of, I an-
swered a call from a little girl who was
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murdered at the hands of her uncle. I
was her only witness. I heard her
scream. I heard her head being bashed
against the wall. I heard the five shots
that ultimately took her life. Her last
words: ‘““Uncle, please don’t kill me. It’s
not my fault.”

This work requires a lot of training
and tough attitude to deal with critical
emergencies. Unfortunately, the Fed-
eral Government currently classifies
911 dispatchers as clerical workers—
secretaries. My amendment would fi-
nally recognize the critical work they
do by reclassifying them as protective
service occupations.

This provision costs nothing, zero,
but it would bring 911 professionals, ci-
vilian workers—primarily single
moms—the dignity that they deserve.

Mr. Chairman, I urge its passage.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FITZPATRICK).

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chair, I
stand today in strong support of this
bipartisan amendment which includes
language from the 911 SAVES Act, H.R.
1629.

Public safety telecommunicators
play a pivotal role in coordinating ef-
fective responses to crises affecting our
communities. By directing the urgent
concerns of the public to law enforce-
ment officials, public safety tele-
communicators work to ensure emer-
gency services are delivered where
needed.

Today, there are nearly 100,000 public
safety telecommunicators serving in
over 6,000 call centers across the
United States. Their diligence, dedica-
tion to public well-being, and steady
demeanor in the presence of turmoil is
needed now more than ever.

I am proud to partner with my col-
league from California, a former 911
dispatcher herself, Mrs. TORRES, to en-
sure these dedicated public servants re-
ceive the ‘‘protective service occupa-
tions” classification from OMB which
they deserve. We owe this to those who
are often the first to respond to emer-
gencies in our communities each and
every day.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. SHALALA).

Ms. SHALALA. Mr. Chair, I rise in
strong support of the Torres amend-
ment, No. 6568, which recognizes the
lifesaving work performed by our Na-
tion’s 911 call takers and dispatchers.

Mr. Chairman, all of the emergency
activities in my own district—the po-
lice, the fire, the emergency respond-
ers—strongly support this amendment,
and so I want to stand with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle sim-
ply stating these professionals save
lives. And more than giving 911 call
takers and dispatchers the recognition
they deserve, it would make the stand-
ard occupational classification system
more accurate and, therefore, more
useful as a statistical resource.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote, and I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.
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Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WITT-
MAN).

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to refer to my amendment,
No. 403, involving the Cable Ship Pro-
gram.

I know that there have been some
issues pointed out concerning coastal
commerce, and I look forward to work-
ing through those issues as the bill
gets to conference.

Mr. Chair, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. COURTNEY).

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chair, again, I
just want to join my colleague from
Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN), and I look for-
ward to working with him in the con-
ference committee to make sure that
that question is resolved.

Both of us understand the issue and,
again, I look forward to a satisfactory
result, which would make the real gist
of the amendment move forward, which
is to make sure we have cable ship ca-
pacity to protect our Nation.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I don’t have any more speakers, so I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. FOR-
TENBERRY).

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chair, I
want to thank Congressman THORN-
BERRY for the time as well as his lead-
ership, as well as the chair of the
Armed Services Committee, because
this is very important.

Recently, I was looking at the photos
of the young men and women who hang
on the wall of my office. They died in
Irag—some of them I knew; some of the
families I knew, some I didn’t know;
some I still stay in touch with.

At this point, we have lost so much,
we have given so much, it is hard to
understand why further engagement is
necessary. And yet, of the many injus-
tices that remain, one, particularly,
stands out.

The dark twisted idealogy of ISIS
decimated the religious minority com-
munities, primarily of northern Iraq,
almost 4 million persons. ISIS at-
tempted to exterminate, to Kkill off
Yazidis, Christians, and other minority
populations.

Now, since then, the Iraqi Army,
with our support and with the support
of an international coalition, has
fought hard and fought ISIS off. They
are gone but not yet exterminated.

We have shifted substantial economic
aid, but there is one more thing we
should do: provide security in northern
Iraq through the integration of the re-
ligious minorities into the Iraqi Gov-
ernment security forces, as well as the
Kurdish forces.

I thank both the chair and the rank-
ing member for their support.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I have no further speakers, so I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further speakers, and I yield
back the balance of my time.
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Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chair,
I urge support of the en bloc package,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair, | rise
today in opposition to Amendment No. 47,
which directs the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) to reclassify public safety tele-
communications officers, also called 911 dis-
patchers, as a protective service occupation in
the U.S. Government’s Standard Occupational
Classification (SOC) system. This Amendment
would have no direct effect on these workers’
wages, benefits, or other resources; pro-
ponents of this reclassification have stated
that “the benefit of reclassification is recogni-
tion and respect.”

The SOC classification system is a federal
statistical standard used across agencies in
data collection. According to OMB, “[tlhe SOC
is designed exclusively for statistical pur-
poses.” Changes to the codes affect multiple
data sources frequently used by policymakers,
researchers, and employers, including the
American Community Survey, the nation’s
largest household survey; the Current Popu-
lation Survey (CPS), the key source of our
monthly employment numbers; and the Occu-
pational Employment Statistics (OES), the au-
thoritative source of employment and wage in-
formation by occupation.

A standing committee at OMB, the SOC
Policy Committee (SOCPC), is responsible
maintaining the accuracy of these codes using
well-defined principles. The SOCPC under-
takes a routine revision of the codes roughly
once per decade; the process spans multiple
years and “involves extensive background re-
search, periods of public comment, review of
comments, and implementation of revisions.”
During its latest revision, which began in early
2012 and was finalized in 2018, OMB specifi-
cally rejected comments requesting it reclas-
sify 911 dispatchers as directed in Amend-
ment No. 47. In its response to public com-
ments presented in the May 2014 Federal
Register, the Obama Administration’s OMB
explained it “did not accept these rec-
ommendations based on Classification Prin-
ciple 2, which states that workers are coded
according to the work performed. The work
performed is that of a dispatcher, not a first re-
sponder.” In 2016, the previous administra-
tion’s OMB declined a similar request for re-
classification. Based on the principles OMB’s
policy committee applies to determine SOC
codes, 911 telephone dispatchers are already
properly and accurately classified.

Furthermore, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS), in a written communication with the
Education and Labor Committee on April 26,
2019, reported that the change made by H.R.
1629, a bill identical to Amendment No. 47,
would “impact computer systems, training,
documentation, and other processes” and that
“[s]uch unplanned changes require time and
resources to implement and could adversely
affect other survey activities.” Moreover,
changes outside of the routine revision proc-
ess would undermine the goal of data con-
tinuity, limiting data sources’ usefulness for
their key purpose of statistical analysis; create
precedent for disrupting the standard SOC re-
vision process; and undermine the SOCPC’s
authority as experts to apply the classification
principles to determine what accuracy re-
quires.



July 11, 2019

Public safety telecommunications officers
perform critical, challenging work. They de-
serve our honor and gratitude for their efforts.
However, considering the many alternative
ways policymakers could confer “recognition
and respect,” as the proponents are seeking,
there is little policy justification for this Amend-
ment’'s approach to achieving that goal. In
conclusion, mandating a change to a statistical
code would not affect these workers’ wages,
benefits, or other resources—but it would dis-
rupt data series continuity; require significant
additional work for government agencies, re-
searchers, employers, and others; and inter-
vene in an official, routine government data-
collection and statistical process.

COMMUNICATIONS OF APRIL 26, 2019 FROM THE
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS TO THE COM-
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR REGARD-
ING H.R. 1629 (SAME AS AMENDMENT NoO. 47)

QUESTIONS RELATED TO H.R. 1629

1. How will H.R. 1629 impact the current
population survey and occupational employ-
ment statistics?

2. H.R. 1629 would require the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) to imple-
ment a change in the Standard Occupational
Classification (SOC) system regarding public
safety telecommunicators. This requirement
would alter the existing process for periodi-
cally reviewing and updating the SOC, which
involves extensive background research, pe-
riods of public comment, review of com-
ments, and implementation of revisions.

Federal statistical agencies, including the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) are cur-
rently in various stages of implementing the
2018 revisions to the SOC (https:/
www.bls.gov/soc/socimp.htm), which the Of-
fice of Management and Budget released in a
November 28, 2017 Federal Register notice
(https://www.bls.gov/soc/2018/soc2018final.pdf).
In particular, the Current Population Survey
(CPS) and the Occupational Employment
Statistics (OES) program are actively using
the 2018 SOC and any changes to the SOC
structure would impact computer systems,
training, and documentation as well as the
systems of federal and other data users
downstream, such as the BLS Employment
Projections (EP) program and the Employ-
ment and Training Administration’s Occupa-
tional Information Network (O*NET).

The CPS is a monthly survey with a sam-
ple of 60,000 households. CPS occupational
and industry data are coded according to the
most detailed level of the relevant classifica-
tion system possible, accounting for factors
such as disclosure concerns for small occupa-
tions and the ability to code occupations
based on the detail provided by household re-
spondents. This CPS occupational coding
system closely aligns with the SOC, but pro-
vides data on about 530 occupations, com-
pared with 820 in the full SOC. The Census
Bureau is responsible for applying occupa-
tional codes. An overview of how they are
implementing the 2018 SOC is outlined here
https:/www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/
library/working-papers/2019/demo/
sehsdwp2019-19.pdf. Therefore, there is no
guarantee that even if this change were to
occur, the Census Bureau would code at that
level of detail.

The OES program could make the needed
changes. The data would show changes in the
employment and wages for major groups af-
fected by the change in classification.

2. Will this bill have an impact on wage
class service contracts?

BLS is not involved in wage setting for
service contracts. To the extent that any
published BLS data are used in such wage
setting, any changes to those data could im-
pact wages.
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3. Will implementing H.R. 1629 be difficult
for the BLS to do?

BLS uses the SOC in several surveys. Any
changes to the SOC structure would impact
computer systems, training, documentation,
and other processes. Such unplanned changes
require time and resources to implement and
could adversely affect other survey activi-
ties.

4. Are there plans for a revision of occupa-
tional classifications?

The SOC is revised periodically, with the
interagency SOC Policy Committee making
recommendations to OMB for changes. OMB
has not officially stated when the next SOC
revision will occur, although some indica-
tions are that the next SOC will be for the
year 2028. If they follow past practices, OMB
is likely to publish an initial Federal Reg-
ister notice soliciting public comment
around 2024. Detailed information on the re-
vision process for 2018 is made available here,
including a document called ‘‘Revising the
Standard Occupational Classification’ which
provided detailed history on the revision
process and guidance on submission of sug-
gestions for changes for the 2018 SOC revi-
sion.

5. What other consequences are there if
H.R. 1629 is implemented?

Implementation of H.R. 1629 would alter
the existing process for periodically review-
ing and updating the SOC, which involves ex-
tensive background research, periods of pub-
lic comment, review of comments, and im-
plementation of revisions.

The revision process includes solicitations
of public comment in the form of Federal
Register notices. During the lengthy and
comprehensive SOC revision process, the
SOC Policy Committee establishes inter-
agency workgroups charged with reviewing
comments received in response to Federal
Register notices and providing recommenda-
tions to the SOC Policy Committee. Guided
by the SOC classification principles and cod-
ing guidelines, the SOC Policy Committee
reviews the recommendations from the
workgroups and reaches decisions by con-
sensus. This work process is established to
ensure that the review is conducted in align-
ment with the 2018 SOC classification prin-
ciples and coding guidelines, which are avail-
able starting on page 10 of the 2018 SOC User
Guide (https://www.bls.gov/soc/2018/
soc_2018 user guide.pdf).

In response to the May 22, 2014, Federal
Register notice, the SOC Policy Committee
received and reviewed six comments regard-
ing 9-1-1 dispatchers. These dockets were re-
viewed simultaneously by the SOC Policy
Committee and grouped under docket 1-0199
Dispatchers, Public Safety Telecommunica-
tors. The full SOC Policy Committee re-
sponse to docket 1-0199 is available at:
https:/www.bls.gov/soc/2018/
soc_responses May 2014.htm.

In response to the July 22, 2016, Federal
Register notice, the SOC Policy Committee
received and reviewed over 4,000 comments
regarding 9-1-1 dispatchers. The full list of
comments is available here. For comments
related only to 9-1-1 dispatchers, filter the
subject column for ‘‘Police, Fire, and Ambu-
lance Dispatchers.”” The Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) makes public com-
ments available from https:/
www.regulations.gov/document?D=0MB-2016-
0006-0001.

During the revision process for 2018, a guid-
ing classification principle was added to em-
phasize the importance of maintaining time
series continuity, to the maximum extent
possible. Modifications to the structure in
intervening years may be inconsistent with
this principle.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
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the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. TAKANO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 39 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 733, insert after line 15 the following:

SEC. 1092. PAROLE IN PLACE FOR MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any alien who is a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces and each spouse,
widow, widower, parent, son, or daughter of
that alien shall be eligible for parole in place
under section 212(d)(5) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) parole in place reinforces family unity;

(2) disruption to servicemembers must be
minimized, in order to faithfully execute
their objectives;

(3) separation of military families must be
prevented;

(4) military readiness must be the supreme
objective;

(5) servicemembers are given peace of
mind, relived of the stressful burden wor-
rying about their loved ones; and

(6) Congress reaffirms parole in place au-
thority for the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. TAKANO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chair, I rise today
in support of my amendment that
would preserve parole in place for the
loved ones of our Active-Duty service-
members.

Parole in place allows military fam-
ily members who have come to the
United States illegally and are unable
to adjust their immigration status to
temporarily remain in the country.

My amendment would preserve the
parole in place program and reaffirm
the DHS Secretary’s authority to keep
families together and to minimize dis-
ruption to our servicemembers through
this vital program.

Now, under parole in place, a service-
member and their prospective spouse,
widow, widower, parent, son, or daugh-
ter is eligible for temporary protection
under the Immigration and Nationality
Act. This program is imperative to en-
suring our troops are free of the burden
that their loved ones will be subjected
to deportation while they dutifully
serve our Nation.

The current administration is inter-
ested in scaling back the program, fur-
ther waging a war against immigrants.
Ending parole in place would be detri-
mental to the troops and the fabric of
our Nation.

Regardless of military branch, all
servicemembers should be granted
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peace of mind that their families are
safe at home while they risk their lives
abroad.

Deployments are tough enough on
our military families to endure,
conflated with the looming shadow of
deportation, the emotional toll is sim-
ply unbearable. Our troops must be
consistently prepared and focused on
protecting our freedoms. The least we
can do is to protect their families.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is an attempt to
codify a 2013 USCIS memo establishing
parole in place for unlawful aliens,
spouses, children, and parents of Ac-
tive-Duty forces.

While I support the underlying ra-
tionale behind this amendment and
also that policy, I cannot support this
because it is too vague, broad, and am-
biguous, and it does not accomplish the
purpose for which it is intended. The
purpose is to protect those service-
members.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell you what
this does is we don’t even ask the serv-
icemember if they want that person
here. So if the person is a victim of do-
mestic violence, escaping a spouse who
is following them, there is no provision
to even ask the spouse: Do you want
this person to be living close to you
that you are trying to escape?

It does not take into account any un-
derlying crimes that that person may
or may not have committed. Whether
it is domestic violence, sexual battery,
it puts the other servicemembers at
risk when we don’t.

Mr. Chairman, specifically, the
memo provided that these relatives or
anyone who has ever served in the U.S.
Armed Forces for any period of time,
with or without regard to whether the
discharge was honorable or dishonor-
able, is eligible to receive parole on a
categorical basis.

Mr. Chairman, we can’t honor folks
who have been dishonorably dis-
charged. We are not honoring the rest
of our soldiers when we honor just any-
one.
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In a 2013 meeting with the Obama ad-
ministration, USCIS admitted that the
servicemember is never contacted to
determine whether he or she wants the
unlawful aliens to receive parole in
place.

It admitted there is no process in
place to verify that the servicemember
actually served in the Armed Forces.

The USCIS admitted that parole in
place could be granted even if the serv-
icemember was dishonorably dis-
charged.
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It admitted that the servicemember
could have felony convictions and his
or her immediate relatives would still
be eligible for parole in place.

These felony convictions could be for
domestic violence, sexual assault, all
the things that we have come to de-
spise and are trying to stamp out in
our Armed Forces.

USCIS admitted that, even in cases
of divorce, a servicemember’s ex-spouse
could be eligible for parole in place,
and it admitted that unlawful alien rel-
atives could still receive parole in
place despite a past criminal record.

This amendment does not fix any of
those issues and could allow a relative,
even if estranged from a servicemem-
ber, to be granted parole.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chair, I wish to re-
spond to a couple of points that my
colleague has tried to make.

I want to stress that eligibility for
this program does not mean finality.
The Secretary of Homeland Security
still retains final authority over
whether parole in place will be granted.

This is a program that is adminis-
tered on a case-by-case basis and not
categorically. This program has been
in place for 9 years.

I appreciate that my colleague has
said that he agrees with the underlying
policy. The underlying policy is that
we want to give peace of mind to the
men and women of our military who
are laying their lives on the line for
our country while their undocumented
relatives at home may be under threat
of deportation.

We want to give them the peace of
mind that their families could stay,
with the final decision, on a case-by-
case basis, being made by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. Nothing

is categorically mandated in my
amendment.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, I continue to oppose. Like I said,
it is overly vague and broad. With the
right words added to this, this could be
something that works and that is help-
ful. But, in its current form, I can’t
support it.

Mr. Chair, I continue to ask my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

I have no further speakers, so when
the gentleman is ready to close, I am
ready to close.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chair, I have no
further speakers, and I am prepared to
close as well.

Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank Mr. TAKANO, my friend
from California, for entering this
amendment.

Mr. Chair, I do continue to oppose
this amendment. But with that I just
ask that he look at making it a little
more finite and making it a little less
vague, and with that I could support
this amendment.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say that I believe that I have an-
swered the main concerns of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

As I said, nothing in this amendment
categorically says that eligibility
means finality in terms of who is fi-
nally adjudicated to actually remain
on a temporary basis, under temporary
protected status.

What this amendment does is what
the gentleman has agreed to is the un-
derlying policy, which is a humane pol-
icy, which is a policy that furthers the
national interests of our country in as-
suring the peace of mind of our mili-
tary servicemembers who have family
members in our country who are un-
documented.

I don’t think any American would be-
grudge someone who is putting their
life on the line having the peace of
mind that their family members are in
this country under temporary pro-
tected status and that they are judged
to have that status by the Secretary of
Homeland Security on a case-by-case
basis and that the Secretary remains
in full control of the final decision.

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TAKANO).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU
OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 44 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, insert
the following:

SEC. 10 . LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR
REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES AT
CERTAIN PROPERTIES.

(a) LIMITATION.—None of the funds made
available for the Department of Defense may
be obligated or expended to the following
properties or to an entity with an ownership
interest in such property:

(1) Trump Vineyard Estates.

(2) Trump International Hotel & Tower,
Chicago.

(3) Mar-A-Lago Club.

(4) Trump Grande Sunny Isles.

(5) Trump Hollywood.

(6) Trump Towers Sunny Isles.

(7) Trump Plaza New Jersey.

(8) Trump International Hotel, Las Vegas.

(9) The Estates at Trump National.

(10) 610 Park Avenue, New York City.

(11) Trump International Hotel & Tower,
New York.

(12) Trump Palace.

(13) Trump Parc.

(14) Trump Parc East.

(15) Trump Park Avenue.

(16) Trump Park Residences, Yorktown.

(17) Trump Place.

(18) Trump Plaza, New Rochelle.

(19) Trump Soho, New York City.

(20) Trump Tower at City Center, West-
chester.
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(21) Trump Tower, New York City.

(22) Trump World Tower.

(23) Trump Parc, Stamford.

(24) Trump International Hotel and Tower,
Waikiki Beach Walk.

(25) Trump Towers, Istanbul Sisli.

(26) Trump Ocean Club.

(27) Trump International & Tower Hotel,
Toronto.

(28) Trump Tower at City Century City,
Makati, Philippines.

(29) Trump Tower, Mumbai.

(30) Trump Towers, Pune.

(31) Trump Tower, Punta Del Este, Uru-
guay.

(32) Trump International Hotel & Tower,
Vancouver.

(33) 40 Wall Street, New York City.

(34) 1290 Avenue of the Americas, New,
York City.

(35) Trump International Hotel,
ington

(36) 555 California Street, San Francisco.

(387) Trump Tower, Rio de Janeiro.

(38) Trump International Golf Links &
Hotel, Doonbeg, Ireland.

(39) Trump National Doral, Miami.

(40) Trump Ocean Club, Panama City, Pan-
ama.

(41) Albemarle Estate at Trump Winery,
Charlottesville, Virginia.

(42) Trump International Golf Links, Scot-
land.

(43) Trump
Bedminster.

(44) Trump National Golf Club, Charlotte.

(45) Trump National Golf Club, Colts Neck.

(46) Trump International Golf Links, Ire-
land.

(47) Trump Golf Links at Ferry Point, New
York.

(48) Trump National Golf Club, Hudson
Valley.

(49) Trump National Golf Club, Jupiter.

(50) Trump National Golf Club, Los Ange-
les.

(61) Trump International Golf Club, West
Palm Beach.

(62) Trump National Golf Club, Philadel-
phia.

(63) Trump International Golf Club, Dubai.

(564) Trump World Golf Club, Dubai.

(65) Trump Turnberry, Scotland.

(66) Trump National Golf Club, Potomac
Falls, Virginia.

(67) Trump National Golf Club, West-
chester.

(b) WAIVER.—The President may issue a
waiver to the limitation under subsection (a)
for costs incurred with respect to the prop-
erties listed above if the president reim-
burses the Department of the Treasury for
the amount of the cost associated with the
expense.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. TED LIEU) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, the President ran for office on a
promise of draining the swamp. He, in
fact, personally has done exactly the
opposite.

My amendment is very simple. It
simply prevents the President from
profiting off of his own trips to his own
properties.

As you can imagine, when the Presi-
dent travels, he brings a large staff
with him—for security, for press, for
logistics, for other reasons—and then
the American taxpayer ends up paying

Wash-

National Golf Club,
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for the meals and lodging expenses of
everyone associated with that trip.

Up to this date, President Trump has
spent 270 days at properties that he
owns. Every time he does that, he or
his family profits. That includes 99
days at Mar-a-Lago, 21 days at Trump
International Hotel in D.C., 74 at
Trump National Hotel Bedminster, and
59 days at Trump National Hotel Poto-
mac.

The General Accounting Office re-
ports that the President spends an av-
erage of 3.4 million in taxpayer dollars
every time he travels just to Mar-a-
Lago.

Not content to profit from the Amer-
ican taxpayer, the President has also,
in fact, raised prices at his properties,
at Mar-a-Lago and at Trump Inter-
national Hotel in D.C. So, now, tax-
payers are paying even more for lodg-
ing expenses associated with his staff.

My amendment limits the use of De-
partment of Defense funds at Trump-
owned properties, and it also includes a
waiver where the President can still
stay at these properties; he just has to
reimburse the Treasury for the amount
that the taxpayer is paying for his staff
to stay there.

Mr. Chair, with that, I respectfully
request an ‘‘aye’ vote, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re-
minded to refrain from engaging in
personalities toward the President.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

We have had this discussion on
emoluments, and I hope that my col-
league saw the newspaper today. Here
is the newspaper, The Washington
Times, front page: ‘‘Court rejects law-
suit over Trump business. Maryland,
D.C. slammed down.”

So, the Fourth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has said one of the lawsuits out
there is baseless.

But there is actually more going on
here. This is kind of an embarrassing
amendment. I am sorry that we are
even debating this. This is a blatantly
political amendment.

We are supposed to be here talking
about providing the equipment and the
training for our men and women in uni-
form, so they can preserve and save
and keep our country secure, and this
is just an attempt to embarrass the
President.

It is a political amendment. It is
really not worthy of discussion in the
National Defense Authorization Act,
and I don’t think we should be wasting
our time on this. It is really not wor-
thy of the American people either.

Let me give an example on how silly
and how ridiculous this amendment is.
According to the language of this
amendment, if the President goes to
one of these properties and stays, like
Mar-a-Lago down in Florida, I guess he
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could have Secret Service. They are
not paid out of DOD dollars. They are
paid out of Homeland Security dollars.
But he couldn’t take the people with
him who carry the nuclear football or
the communications people who keep
him in touch with the command and
control of our nuclear enterprise if,
God forbid, there was some kind of cri-
sis or emergency.

This has not been thought out. It is
totally ridiculous. Who would want to
put a President of the United States
through that kind of jumping through
hoops and obstacles to fulfill his duties
as Commander in Chief?

I think it is ridiculous. It is not wor-
thy of us.

Mr. Chair, I urge a ‘“‘no” vote, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, the gentleman across the aisle
has mischaracterized this amendment.

All of his staff can still travel with
him. The President just has to reim-
burse the cost if it is at his own prop-
erty, or he can choose to stay at a Ritz
Carlton or a Holiday Inn or any other
commercial property that he does not
own.

Mr. Chair, I yield 1¥%2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
RASKIN).

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chair, ridiculous,
ludicrous, absurd, all of this, right?

Well, I guess the Constitution is ab-
surd because the Founders of the Con-
stitution took pains to build not one
but two Emoluments Clauses right into
the text of the Constitution.

Article I, section 9, clause 8 says that
no one who comes to work in this
room, nor the President of the United
States, can collect any present emolu-
ment—which means any payment—of-
fice or title of any kind whatever—the
most absolute, categorical language
you will find in the Constitution—of
any kind whatever from a foreign
prince, king, or government, without
the consent of Congress.

That is number one.

Then, number two, in the domestic
Emoluments Clause, the Founders
wrote in that the President was limited
to his salary, which could be neither
increased nor decreased by this.

My friend is waving the newspaper,
and I can’t wait to get to refute his
point. He is going to have to read a lit-
tle more deeply into judicial opinions
if he is going to cite them on the floor
of the House of Representatives, be-
cause this decision was simply that
Maryland and the District of Columbia,
whose attorneys general came forward
to say that the President’s receipt of
emoluments at the Trump Hotel was
damaging local business, did not have
standing; and the court said it is up to
Congress to decide this because they
didn’t have standing, as States, to hear
it.

It was not on the merits of the case,
if you go back and look. It was about
whether they had standing to bring it.

We have got the standing because the
Constitution of the United States says
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that we are the ones whose consent is
required before the President can de-
cide to get rich in office.

The Founders wrote a Constitution
where the President and everybody in
this room is supposed to be 100 percent
loyal and faithful to the people of the
United States of America, not to for-
eign governments.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I yield the gentleman from
Maryland an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. RASKIN. This President spent
270 days at Trump-owned properties.

Think about that for a second. What
if Barack Obama had not only taken
the press corps and the government
with him to Martha’s Vineyard, but
made everybody stay at the Obama
Hotel and he directed the government
to spend taxpayer moneys at the
Obama Hotel in Martha’s Vineyard?

There would be a revolution over on
that side of the aisle.

That is what is happening right here.
Every time that President Trump goes
to Mar-a-Lago, they are spending
$60,000, estimated by the GAO, every
weekend that they take government
resources down there. And we pay it.

It is wrong, and it is against the Con-
stitution.

Mr. Chair, I am totally in favor of
this amendment.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado has 3 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from California has
14 minutes remaining.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I will
make one brief comment and then
yield the remainder of my time to the
gentleman from Ohio.

The President isn’t in this to get
rich. He has given up his salary.

Mr. Chair, with that, I would like to
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS).

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, since the
beginning of this year, so much of our
time in this Chamber has been used to
move one messaging bill after another.

Many of these bills are thinly-veiled
attacks on the President, but this
amendment goes above and beyond.

Under this amendment, the Depart-
ment of Defense is prohibited from
staying at any property owned by
President Trump or his family.

To be clear, this is not a prohibition
on the Department of Defense utilizing
facilities owned by any President; this
amendment is about Donald Trump,
President Donald Trump. It explicitly
names the President over 50 times.
Fifty times in this amendment the
President is named.

This amendment says the DOD can’t
do for President Trump what it does
for every President in the past: facili-
tate Presidential travel.

This is a new low. In 2016, the GAO
found the Department of Defense spent
more than $2.8 million facilitating a 4-
day trip for President Obama, which
included a Florida vacation.
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While the bulk of the Department of
Defense’s spending on Presidential
travel is airfare, the Federal employees
who are staffing the trip need to eat
and sleep.

When you travel with President
Obama, you can eat and sleep wherever
is most convenient and most cost-effec-
tive, but when you travel with Presi-
dent Trump, you had better pack a
sandwich and a sleeping bag, because
you can’t buy a hot meal or reserve a
hotel room because everything is usu-
ally so full.

This is an unreasonable restriction
on the DOD and on this administration.

The focus on who owns the facility
instead of which facility meets the
needs and mission of the Department is
disgraceful.

A number of people travel with the
President and the Cabinet, and they
need the flexibility to choose the best
facilities. Placing unnecessary restric-
tions on these choices for political mo-
tivations impedes the Department’s
mission.

As was just stated by my colleague
from Colorado, this President donates
his presidential salary to charity.

And he doesn’t have time to worry
about what the Department of Defense
is doing because he is making America
better.
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We have the lowest unemployment in
decades. We have got wages going up.
We have got a strong economy.

He is working on trade deals. He is
fighting for every worker out there,
every farmer, every business; and I
don’t think he really has time; and it is
about time that the other side of the
aisle moves on and realizes who is the
President of the United States, and the
great things that are happening in this
country, and not doing such juvenile
tactics of restricting the Department
of Defense to where they can go; be-
cause this would also include an em-
ployee of the Department of Defense
not being able to use the expense ac-
count if something comes up.

He has got assets all around the
world. It might be more applicable to
be at a Trump facility. He has got
things in Istanbul, the Philippines, all
around the world, and you never know.
We shouldn’t tie the hands of the De-
partment of Defense. It is up to them
to make those decisions, and not for us
to put ridiculous restrictions on.

So I sincerely urge defeat of this
amendment for many of the reasons I
simply have said. In the standards of
this body, this is the lowest standard.
We have gone to a new low.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, Department of Defense employ-
ees should not be staying at high-
priced hotels.

I yield 45 seconds to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BEYER).

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly support my friend, Mr. LIEU’S
amendment.

The Constitution bans the very self-
dealing behavior that we are seeing
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this President engage in on a regular
basis. President Trump illegally profits
every time he and his staff visits his
properties, every time he hosts foreign
and domestic officials, every time he
plays golf on his golf courses, all paid
for by the American taxpayers.

We are setting a dangerous precedent
while those seeking influence and favor
with the Trump administration merely
spend more time at his properties with
his name on them.

Let’s take a significant step to coun-
teract the self-dealing, corrupt behav-
ior, by banning taxpayer funds flowing
through the Department of Defense to
go into the President’s pockets.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
COHEN).

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chair, I just want to
add my support to this. We have added
these prohibitions on three other bills
that have come through here, State,
and Foreign Operations; Commerce,
Justice, and Science; and Financial
Services and General Government.

It is in the Constitution. Moneys are
not supposed to be spent there, and this
is wrong. The country will go on with
them staying at Hiltons or, as Mr. LIEU
said, Ritz Carltons, or Holiday Inns, or
even Red Roof Inns.

I just say that this is the right thing
to do, and I add my name as a sup-
porter.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Mr.
Chair, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TED LIEU).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chair, I demand a re-
corded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 456 OFFERED BY MR. RASKIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 45 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, insert
the following:

SEC. 10 . LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR
EXHIBITION OF PARADE OF MILI-
TARY FORCES AND HARDWARE FOR
REVIEW BY THE PRESIDENT.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or otherwise appro-
priated for Fiscal Year 2020 for the Depart-
ment of Defense may be obligated or ex-
pended for any exhibition or parade of mili-
tary forces and hardware, with the exception
of the display of small arms and munitions
appropriate for customary ceremonial hon-
ors and for the participation of military
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units that perform customary ceremonial
duties, for review by the President in a pub-
lic or private exercise outside of authorized
military operations or activities.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. RASKIN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
offer an amendment that will save the
American taxpayers millions of dol-
lars, restore the appropriate focus of
the July Fourth holiday as a universal,
nonpartisan celebration of our Nation’s
independence, and ensure that tax-
payer money is spent for public, non-
partisan purposes, not private, per-
sonal, and partisan ones.

This amendment will ban military
parades and shows organized at the
personal request of the President that
serve no other governmental or mili-
tary purpose.

What happened this last Fourth of
July was a shameful, extravagant, and
profligate display of quasi-monarchical
pageantry which delighted the Presi-
dent and the political guests that he
brought in on special tickets, but no
one else.

This year’s July Fourth celebration,
at the President’s insistence, featured
seven flyovers of 24 different military
aircraft, including B-2s, F-22s, F-3bs,
displays of ceremonial units, mobiliza-
tion of tanks and other military equip-
ment, all on the National Mall, an un-
precedented Presidential speech in
front of the Lincoln Memorial on the
Fourth of July, and hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars of fireworks that gen-
erated so much smoke that the fire-
works could barely be seen by the peo-
ple sitting on the Mall.

And all of that was inspired by the
President’s observation of a similar
military display when he was in Paris
for Bastille Day.

And guess who pays the price for all
this? The taxpayers do. That is right.
The National Park Service was forced
to divert $2.5 million in park fees to
help cover the costs for this event.

The Washington Post estimated that
the combined hourly rate of the seven
flyovers of military aircraft, the B-2
Stealth Bomber, the F-22 Raptors, and
the F-35 Lightnings, would have cost
at least $560,000 per hour. $560,000 per
hour.

The Defense Department said this
week that it used money from the mili-
tary services’ training budgets to pay
for these demonstrations ordered by
the President’s whim, and spent addi-
tional funds to transport the military
equipment, which shut down traffic in
Washington D.C. for most of the day.

Just yesterday, we learned the Dis-
trict of Columbia spent $1.7 million, an
amount that, combined with police ex-
penses for the demonstrations through
the weekend, has wiped out funding in-
tended to protect the Nation’s Capital.

And now the President is saying he
wants to do it all over again next year
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on the Fourth of July, and into the
foreseeable future. We obviously can-
not allow that to happen.

This amendment will save all of our
money. It will depoliticize the Fourth
of July, and call us back to its original,
honorable purposes and the way we
have always celebrated; and it will
send a message to the executive branch
that the Federal Government serves
the people, not one person.

We have no kings here. We have no
queens. We have no monarchs. We have
no royal pageantry.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re-
minded to refrain from engaging in
personalities toward the President.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Just like the last amendment, this is
not worthy of us as a body. We should
be here debating the National Defense
Authorization Act; how to equip and
train our men and women in uniform
so they can protect our country.

This is a blatant, cheap shot against
the President. It is just a political pot-
shot, and it is really not worthy of us
as a body.

This is a very poorly-written amend-
ment, on top of all that. I think we
would all agree, we shouldn’t have po-
litical displays by a Commander-in-
Chief, or anyone in the government, for
that matter, where public dollars are
involved.

But what about patriotic displays? Is
there anything wrong with that?

Let me give you a couple of examples
of things that would be prohibited by
this poorly-written amendment.

Every year, you have the Army,
Navy, and Air Force playing football
against each other for the Com-
mander’s Cup. And especially when the
Air Force and Navy play each other,
they have these flyovers. They each
have wonderful aviation capabilities,
and they will do a flyover of the sta-
dium, whether it is in Annapolis, or in
my district in Colorado Springs.

This is written so broadly, you
couldn’t have any kind of authorized—
any kind of—where’s the word—exhi-
bition. You could have no exhibition of
military arms.

So if the President was attending
that football game, you couldn’t have
the flyover. How silly is that?

Or if a President goes to a change of
command down at Fort Bragg, some-
thing like that, you couldn’t have the
military vehicles present there that
would be present normally at a change
of command.

Mr. Chairman, those are just a couple
of examples of how poorly written this
amendment is.

So I would say, let’s reject it. Let’s
get serious. Let’s get back to the busi-
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ness of talking about what our men
and women in uniform need, and not
take these silly potshots against the
President.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chair, the hard-
working men and women of the Armed
Services certainly don’t need a bunch
of ceremonial pageantry paid for by the
taxpayers simply because the President
decides, upon a monarchical whim,
that he wants to see one outside in
front of the Lincoln Memorial.

The gentleman from Colorado says
that this is too broadly written. On the
contrary, it is very specifically writ-
ten. It would still permit ceremonial
displays of units that have been tradi-
tionally used at ceremonies and events,
such as the Presidential Salute Bat-
tery, the Old Guard, the Fife and Drum
Corps, Blue Angels, Thunderbirds, and
SO on.

What it will not permit is the Presi-
dent himself calling up for a private or
public exercise outside of authorized
military operations or activities, these
kinds of exhibitions or parades.

So if it is traditional, if it is some-
thing that the Army and the Navy have
always done, if they think that there is
a legitimate governmental function for
it, yeah.

But the President cannot simply
snap his fingers and say I want to have
some kind of display of all the military
weaponry because that is what I saw
when I was on the Champs Elysees, and
I saw them on Bastille Day marching
down the street.

We know, and he has admitted pub-
licly, that this was the genesis of the
whole thing. He saw that, and he want-
ed that in America.

Well, guess what? That is not how we
celebrate the Fourth of July in Amer-
ica; and we certainly don’t do it with
Defense Department dollars, and we
certainly don’t do it with taxpayer dol-
lars.

If the President is so generous that
he gives his salary back, even though
he is collecting millions of dollars from
all of the government expenditures
down at the Trump Hotel and the
Trump golf courses, and all of the for-
eign governments that are spending
money over at the Trump Hotel—if he
is so generous, then why doesn’t he pay
for it himself?

The taxpayers should not have to pay
for such a ludicrous display of the
President’s own vanity.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Members are
again reminded to refrain from engag-
ing in personalities toward the Presi-
dent.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado has 3 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Maryland has
15 seconds remaining.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), who is a member
of the Committee on Oversight and Re-
form.
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I
know my friend from Maryland to be a
very smart person.

But I also know, I was around when—
and I had a 4-year Army commitment—
when we went from draft to having all-
volunteer. And I said back at the time,
well, this means we are going to have
to spend a lot of money recruiting, en-
couraging people, advertising to get
people to join the military.

In recent years, there has been so
much anti-American sentiment, and
polls are showing that it has been ris-
ing, that that does have an effect on re-
cruiting.

I was out there, it was a fantastic—it
rained. That brought the temperature
down, but it was fantastic. And I have
already heard about two young people
who said, I saw that on television. I
was thinking about the military. I am
now not thinking about it; I am join-
ing.

Now, just so you know—let’s see, we
spend, between the Army Active Duty
and the Army Reserve, Army National
Guard, Air Force Active Duty, Air
Force Reserve, Air National Guard,
Navy Active Duty, Navy Reserve, Ma-
rine Corps Active Duty and Marine
Corps Reserve, actually $662 million in
2015, but only $574 million in 2017. So it
had been down from where it was in
2015. But this costs the military, it is
projected around $1.2 million.

I cannot imagine a more effective use
of that money for showing people what
they can be a part of if they join in the
defense of this country.

And, heck, when I was in the Army
for 4 years, we had displays, Congress-
men, Senators, they would show up,
and we would have a parade for them.

It seems kind of ridiculous to say we
hate this President so badly, any Mem-
ber of Congress, any Senator, you can
go have a parade for you, but not the
President. The President can’t call up
and say I am coming down; how about
a parade; because under the language
the gentleman has read, he can’t ask
for anything like that.

He is the Commander in Chief of all
of the military; and even in Washing-
ton’s day, it was a good thing for the
President to have a parade, to encour-
age people to build up American, pro-
American sentiment.

So it is not a bad thing, it is a good
thing. This was money well-spent. I
can’t imagine a better use of military
funding. And the Park Services Direc-
tor said, it was a boon for them. So it
was a good use, and I would encourage
a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the amendment.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BEYER).

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to add a personal perspective.

I was raised in Washington, D.C., and
I remember fondly my father and
mother packing the six kids in the sta-
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tion wagon with the blankets, but it
was never a partisan affair. It was
about Democrats and Republicans and
families in our Nation.

I had hundreds and hundreds of my
constituents at the Lincoln Memorial
say that this was the most egregious
display of personal ego they have ever
seen.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. RASKIN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Maryland will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. HUFFMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 46 printed
in part B of House Report 116-143.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle H of title X, insert
the following:

SEC. . LANDS TO BE TAKEN INTO TRUST AS
PART OF THE RESERVATION OF THE
LYTTON RANCHERIA.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) The Lytton Rancheria of California is a
federally recognized Indian tribe that lost its
homeland after its relationship to the United
States was unjustly and unlawfully termi-
nated in 1958. The Tribe was restored to Fed-
eral recognition in 1991, but the conditions of
its restoration have prevented it from re-
gaining a homeland on its original lands.

(2) Congress needs to take action to reverse
historic injustices that befell the Tribe and
that have prevented it from regaining a via-
ble homeland for its people.

(3) Prior to European contact there were as
many as 350,000 Indians living in what is now
the State of California. By the turn of the
19th century, that number had been reduced
to approximately 15,000 individuals, many of
them homeless and living in scattered bands
and communities.

(4) The Lytton Rancheria’s original home-
land was purchased by the United States in
1926 pursuant to congressional authority de-
signed to remedy the unique tragedy that be-
fell the Indians of California and provide
them with reservations called Rancherias to
be held in trust by the United States.

(5) After the Lytton Rancheria lands were
purchased by the United States, the Tribe
settled on the land and sustained itself for
several decades by farming and ranching.

(6) By the mid-1950s, Federal Indian policy
had shifted back towards a policy of termi-
nating the Federal relationship with Indian
tribes. In 1958, Congress enacted the
Rancheria Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 619), which
slated 41 Rancherias in California, including
the Lytton Rancheria, for termination after
certain conditions were met.

(7) On August 1, 1961, the Federal Govern-
ment terminated its relationship with the
Lytton Rancheria. This termination was ille-
gal because the conditions for termination

the fol-
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under the Rancheria Act had never been met.
After termination was implemented, the
Tribe lost its lands and was left without any
means of supporting itself.

(8) In 1987, the Tribe joined three other
tribes in a lawsuit against the United States
challenging the illegal termination of their
Rancherias. A Stipulated Judgment in the
case, Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians of the
Sugar Bowl Rancheria v. United States, No. C—
86-3660 (N.D.Cal. March 22, 1991), restored the
Lytton Rancheria to its status as a federally
recognized Indian tribe.

(9) The Stipulated Judgment provides that
the Lytton Rancheria would have the ‘‘indi-
vidual and collective status and rights”
which it had prior to its termination and ex-
pressly contemplated the acquisition of trust
lands for the Lytton Rancheria.

(10) The Stipulated Judgment contains pro-
visions, included at the request of the local
county governments and neighboring land-
owners, that prohibit the Lytton Rancheria
from exercising its full Federal rights on its
original homeland in the Alexander Valley.

(11) In 2000, approximately 9.5 acres of land
in San Pablo, California, was placed in trust
status for the Lytton Rancheria for eco-
nomic development purposes.

(12) The Tribe has since acquired, from
willing sellers at fair market value, property
in Sonoma County near the Tribe’s historic
Rancheria. This property, which the Tribe
holds in fee status, is suitable for a new
homeland for the Tribe.

(13) On a portion of the land to be taken
into trust, which portion totals approxi-
mately 124.12 acres, the Tribe plans to build
housing for its members and governmental
and community facilities.

(14) A portion of the land to be taken into
trust is being used for viniculture, and the
Tribe intends to develop more of the lands to
be taken into trust for viniculture. The
Tribe’s investment in the ongoing
viniculture operation has reinvigorated the
vineyards, which are producing high-quality
wines. The Tribe is operating its vineyards
on a sustainable basis and is working toward
certification of sustainability.

(15) No gaming shall be conducted on the
lands to be taken into trust by this section.

(16) No gaming shall be conducted on any
lands taken into trust on behalf of the Tribe
in Sonoma County after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(17) By directing that these lands be taken
into trust, the United States will ensure that
the Lytton Rancheria will finally have a per-
manently protected homeland on which the
Tribe can once again live communally and
plan for future generations. This action is
necessary to fully restore the Tribe to the
status it had before it was wrongfully termi-
nated in 1961.

(18) The Tribe and County of Sonoma have
entered into a Memorandum of Agreement as
amended in 2018 in which the County agrees
to the lands in the County being taken into
trust for the benefit of the Tribe in consider-
ation for commitments made by the Tribe.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this
section, the following definitions apply:

(1) CouNTY.—The term ‘‘County” means
Sonoma County, California.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(3) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe” means the
Lytton Rancheria of California.

(¢) LANDS TO BE TAKEN INTO TRUST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The land owned by the
Tribe and generally depicted on the map ti-
tled ‘“‘Lytton Fee Owned Property to be
Taken into Trust” and dated May 1, 2015, is
hereby taken into trust for the benefit of the
Tribe, subject to valid existing rights, con-
tracts, and management agreements related
to easements and rights-of-way.
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(2) LANDS TO BE MADE PART OF THE RES-
ERVATION.—Lands taken into trust under
paragraph (1) shall be part of the Tribe’s res-
ervation and shall be administered in accord-
ance with the laws and regulations generally
applicable to property held in trust by the
United States for an Indian tribe.

(d) GAMING.—

(1) LANDS TAKEN INTO TRUST UNDER THIS
SECTION.—Lands taken into trust for the ben-
efit of the Tribe under subsection (c) shall
not be eligible for gaming under the Indian
Gaming Regulatory Act (26 U.S.C. 2701 et
seq.).

(2) OTHER LANDS TAKEN INTO TRUST.—Lands
taken into trust for the benefit of the Tribe
in Sonoma County after the date of the en-
actment of this Act shall not be eligible for
gaming under the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.).

() APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN LAW.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Memorandum of Agreement entered into by
the Tribe and the County concerning taking
land in the County into trust for the benefit
of the Tribe, which was approved by the
County Board of Supervisors on March 10,
2015, and any addenda and supplement or
amendment thereto, is not subject to review
or approval of the Secretary in order to be
effective, including review or approval under
section 2103 of the Revised Statutes (25
U.S.C. 81).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 476, the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUFFMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is simple. It reflects a bill
that passed the House earlier this year
in March by a vote of 404-21.

I first introduced this bill in the
114th Congress. It was heard by the
Natural Resources Committee, re-
ported out favorably by unanimous
consent. It was then reintroduced in
the next Congress by my colleague
Representative Jeff Denham, and it
passed the House by voice vote. Then it
was reported by the Senate Committee
on Indian Affairs in October of 2018.
The bill was reintroduced again by me
this Congress, and after passage in this
House, it once again was reported out
favorably from the Senate Committee
on Indian Affairs just a few weeks ago.

This amendment would take land
owned by the Lytton Rancheria in
Sonoma County in my district into
trust as part of the Tribe’s reservation
for purposes of housing and economic
development. It would permanently
prohibit using these lands for casino
gaming, and it would uphold a memo-
randum of understanding carefully ne-
gotiated between the Tribe and the
County of Sonoma. It reflects an ex-
haustive stakeholder outreach process,
extensive meetings, and negotiations
between the Tribe, Sonoma County,
and other local governments.

This productive relationship is illus-
trated by support from the Sonoma
County Board of Supervisors, who have
jurisdiction over the land in question,
and also the nearest local public serv-
ice agencies, including the Windsor
Fire Protection District and Windsor
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Unified School District. Even Cali-
fornia Governor Gavin Newsom is in
support of this bill. In fact, there is no
elected official in the area that is im-
pacted by this bill who is on record op-
posed to the bill.

So I urge adoption of the amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I claim the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I claim the time in opposition for the
process of what we are doing, not nec-
essarily the substance of the amend-
ment at hand.

Since this bill had first been heard in
our committee, there have been new
voices that have been raised by the
people of Windsor, California, which is
the town located adjacent to the unin-
corporated area of the county in which
this land transfer would take place.
These residents have repeatedly con-
tacted our committee asking that their
voices simply be heard.

Now, for whatever the reason was, we
asked the committee to have one more
hearing and allow these voices to actu-
ally be heard. For whatever reason, the
majority on our committee decided to
silence the voices and just ram this bill
through the committee. The reason I
and several others voted against it in
committee and on the floor was simply
because of the process that went
through here.

This, as has been mentioned, is not
necessarily a new amendment. It is a
bill, a bill that has passed this House
and is sitting over in the Senate.

It is certainly my hope that this does
not portend a future in which those
who make the agenda of the House con-
sider the fact that the Democratic
House will so incomparably and infre-
quently work with a Republican Senate
that we now need to take every bill
that has been passed in the House and
turn it into another amendment and
then attach it to the next big bill that
happens to go through this process.
Certainly, that is not what I think
would be the best way going forward.

Now, the last reason, the process for
which I do object, is simply this bill
does not belong on a National Defense
Authorization Act. There is no defense
nexus. This is transferring of lands
from one area to Native Americans.

Now, heaven knows, I have had all
sorts of land issues and wildlife issues
on the NDAA, but in each one of those
there was a nexus to a training range,
a military mission. There is no connec-
tion with this particular bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his concerns.

I won’t relitigate the issue of wheth-
er the amendment is made in order.
That has been decided. That is why we
are here.

With respect to the gentleman’s con-
cerns about local individuals who may
have expressed opposition to the bill—
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and again, there is no official opposi-
tion, no local government agency, no
local elected officials, but some indi-
viduals in the area have opposed the
bill—I would just note, in the 115th
Congress, when then-Chairman BISHOP
of the Natural Resources Committee
supported the bill passing out of his
committee and passing on the floor,
the committee report itself noted those
same individual voices of opposition.

I will quote: “‘Lastly, the committee
has received a relatively large number
of communications from the residents
of Windsor in opposition to the bill.”

There is no new opposition to this
bill. It is the same individuals, and it is
the same folks who the chairman at
the time, himself, noted.

So I would submit, Mr. Chairman,
there is nothing new here. This bill has
previously won broad bipartisan sup-
port, including from my friend from
Utah, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment was culled out from the en
bloc amendments. I am still not en-
tirely clear why, but I think, to the ex-
tent that it deserves to be singled out
and culled out, it is because it is a
model for other land-to-trust bills that
we sometimes see in this body. Rarely
will you find a case where a Tribe nego-
tiated more exhaustively in good faith
and produced actual agreements with
local government neighbors to the
standard and to the level that we see in
this case.

This is a good piece of legislation
broadly supported by the elected offi-
cials in the area and, in many cases,
having already won the strong bipar-
tisan support from Members in both
the House and the United States Sen-
ate. I urge a ‘‘yes” vote, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
however one wants to spin whatever
issue is here, had the Democratic ma-
jority on the committee scheduled an-
other hearing to allow those voices to
be heard, I wouldn’t have objected
then, nor would I have objected right
now.

The sad part is this is not necessarily
the best of proposals. The checkerboard
pattern that is created by this amend-
ment is something in other amend-
ments we have tried to do, to consoli-
date and get rid of checkerboard pat-
terns and not create checkerboard pat-
terns.

But here is, still, the bottom line:
This establishes a precedent—this is
not a precedent. We have done it be-
fore. But it establishes the wrong ap-
proach.

The National Defense Authorization
Act should be about military stuff and
about the defense of this Nation. This
is not even a tangible concept. This is
something that has nothing to do with
it. We do have a partisan Rules Com-
mittee that has decided to lure some
people with partisan amendments to be
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put in here, but it has nothing to do
with the actual bill.

We are going through a whole lot of
amendments and taking a whole lot of
time on the floor. The amendments to
the NDAA should have something to do
with the NDAA and not just pulling
wandering bills that go all over the
place and deciding to shove it on it just
because there is a vehicle that happens
to be going through this body.

That is why I said I am not talking
about the substance of the bill—al-
though there are some questions; I
would have had my questions answered
had there been another hearing for the
new voices that want to be heard—but
it is the process that we are going
through. The process here is wrong.
The process the Rules Committee did
was wrong.

We should not be talking about these
kinds of issues and taking our time on
these kinds of issues on an NDAA bill.
So, as I said, my opposition is purely
on process, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUFFMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 116—
143 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 32 by Mr. BLU-
MENAUER of Oregon.
Amendment No. 33 by Mr. BLU-

MENAUER of Oregon.

Amendment No. 34 by Ms. FRANKEL
of Florida.

Amendment No. 44 by Mr. TED LIEU
of California.

Amendment No. 45 by Mr. RASKIN of
Maryland.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 15-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 264,
not voting 10, as follows:

Adams

Amash

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Butterfield
Carbajal
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cohen
Courtney
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcla (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al (TX)

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Allred
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Axne

Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr

Bera
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brindisi
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Bustos
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)

[Roll No. 454]
AYES—164

Grijalva
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Himes
Horsford
Houlahan
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Massie
Matsui
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Pappas

NOES—264

Chabot
Cheney
Cisneros
Cline

Cloud
Clyburn
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Connolly
Cook
Cooper
Correa
Costa

Cox (CA)
Craig
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crist

Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Curtis
Davids (KS)
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
Delgado
Demings
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
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Pascrell
Payne
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Trahan
Trone
Vargas
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fletcher
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Golden
Gonzalez (OH)
Gonzalez-Colon
(PR)
Gooden
Gosar
Gottheimer
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Haaland
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (NY)
Hill (AR)
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Hill (CA) McClintock Sherrill
Holding McEachin Shimkus
Hollingsworth McHenry Simpson
Horn, Kendra S. McKinley Smith (MO)
Hoyer Meadows Smith (NE)
Hudson Meuser Smith (NJ)
Huizenga Miller Smucker
Hunter Mitchell Spanberger
Hurd (TX) Moolenaar Spano
Johnson (LA) Mooney (WV) Stanton
Johnson (OH) Moulton Stauber
Johnson (SD) Mucarsel-Powell Stefanik
Johnson (TX) Mullin Steil
Jordan Murphy
Joyce (OH) Newhouse SEZEEES
Joyce (PA) Norman Stewart
Katko Nunes Stivers
Keller O’Halleran Suozzi
Kelly (MS) Olson Taylor
Kelly (PA) Palazzo v
Kim Palmer Thompson (PA)
King (IA) Panetta Tpornberry
King (NY) Pence T%mmons
Kinzinger Perry Tipton
Kirkpatrick Peters Torres Small
Kustoff (TN) Peterson (NM)
LaHood Phillips Turner
LaMalfa Posey Upton
Lamb Ratcliffe Van Drew
Lamborn Reed Veasey
Langevin Reschenthaler Wagner
Latta Rice (SC) Walberg
Lee (NV) Riggleman Walden
Lesko Roby Walker
Lipinski Rodgers (WA) Walorski
Loebsack Roe, David P. Waltz
Long Rogers (AL) Watkins
Loudermilk Rogers (KY) Weber (TX)
Lucas Rooney (FL) Webster (FL)
Luetkemeyer Rose, John W. Wenstrup
Lujan Rouda Westerman
Luria Rouzer Wexton
Lynch Roy Williams
Maloney, Sean Ruppersberger Wilson (SC)
Marchant Rutherford Wittman
Marshall Scalise Womack
Mast Schweikert Woodall
McAdams Scott (VA) Wright
McBath Scott, Austin Yoho
McCarthy Sensenbrenner Young
McCaul Sherman Zeldin
NOT VOTING—10
Cardenas Norton San Nicolas
Fudge Perlmutter Underwood
Gabbard Plaskett
Higgins (LA) Radewagen
0 1740
Mrs. BUSTOS, Messrs. PHILLIPS,

VEASEY, CORREA, Ms. JOHNSON of

Texas, Messrs. COSTA, CISNEROS,
CLYBURN, LIPINSKI, CRIST,
SUOZZI, HIGGINS of New York,

CROW, SCOTT of Virginia, BROWN of
Maryland, and Mrs. DEMINGS changed
their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. CARBAJAL, NORCROSS, and
KRISHNAMOORTHI changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
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The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.
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is a 2-

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 198, noes 229,
not voting 11, as follows:

Adams
Allred
Amash
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brownley (CA)
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cohen
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcla (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Harder (CA)

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Axne
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

[Roll No. 455]
AYES—198

Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Massie
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar

NOES—229

Brady
Brindisi
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (MD)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Bustos
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cisneros

Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Trahan
Trone
Vargas
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Cline

Cloud
Clyburn

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Connolly
Cook

Cooper

Craig
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crist
Cunningham
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Dayvis, Rodney

Delgado Joyce (PA) Roe, David P.
Demings Katko Rogers (AL)
DesJarlais Keller Rogers (KY)
Diaz-Balart Kelly (MS) Rooney (FL)
Duffy Kelly (PA) Rose, John W.
Duncan King (IA) Rouzer
Dunn King (NY) Ruppersberger
Emmer Kinzinger Rutherford
Estes Kustoff (TN) Scalise
Ferguson LaHood Schweikert
Finkenauer LaMalfa, Scott (VA)
Fitzpatrick Lamborn Scott, Austin
Fleischmann Latta Sensenbrenner
Fletcher Lawson (FL) Shimkus
Flores Lesko Simpson
Fortenberry Long Smith (MO)
Foxx (NC) Loudermilk Smith (NE)
Fulcher Lucas Smith (NJ)
Gaetz Luetkemeyer Spanberger
Gallagher Lujan Spano
Gianforte Luria Stauber
Gibbs Maloney, Sean Stefanik
Gohmert Marchant Steil
Golden Marshall Steube
Gonzalez (OH) Mast Stewart
Gonzalez-Colon ~ McCarthy Stivers

(PR) McCaul Swalwell (CA)
Gooden McClintock Taylor
Gosar McEachin Thompson (PA)
Gottheimer McHenry Thornberry
Granger McKinley Timmons
Graves (GA) Meadows Tipton
Graves (LA) Meuser Torres Small
Graves (MO) Miller (NM)
Green (TN) Mitchell Turner
Griffith Moolenaar Upton
Grothman Mooney (WV) Van Drew
Guest Moulton Veasey
Guthrie Mullin Wagner
Haaland Newhouse Walberg
Hagedorn Norman Walden
Harris Nunes Walker
Hartzler Olson Walorski
Hern, Kevin Palazzo Waltz
Herrera Beutler  Palmer Watkins
Hice (GA) Panetta Weber (TX)
Hill (AR) Pence Webster (FL)
Holding Perry Wenstrup
Hollingsworth Peters Westerman
Hudson Peterson Williams
Huizenga Posey Wilson (SC)
Hunter Ratcliffe Wittman
Hurd (TX) Reed Womack
Johnson (LA) Reschenthaler Woodall
Johnson (OH) Rice (SC) Wright
Johnson (SD) Riggleman Yoho
Jordan Roby Young
Joyce (OH) Rodgers (WA) Zeldin

NOT VOTING—11

Fudge Norton San Nicolas
Gabbard Perlmutter Smucker
Higgins (LA) Plaskett Underwood
Johnson (GA) Radewagen

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. SMUCKER. Mr. Chair, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 455.

AMENDMENT NO. 3¢ OFFERED BY MS. FRANKEL

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
FRANKEL) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

is a 2-

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 215, noes 214,
not voting 9, as follows:

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Axne
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson

[Roll No. 456]
AYES—215

Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez

NOES—214

Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brindisi
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan

Omar
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Peters
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rooney (FL)
Rose (NY)
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sablan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cisneros
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Cline Huizenga
Cloud Hunter
Cole Hurd (TX)

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)

Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
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Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 205,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 9, as

Comer Johnson (SD) Rogers (AL)
Conaway Jordan Rogers (KY)
Cook Joyce (OH) Rose, John W.
Cooper Joyce (PA) Rouda
Crawford Katko Rouzer
Crenshaw Keller Roy
Cunmngham Kelly (MS) Rutherford
Curtis Kelly (PA) Scalise
Davidson (OH) King (IA) Schweikert
Davis, Rodney King (NY) Scott (VA)
DesJarlais Kinzinger Scott, Austin
Diaz-Balart Kustoff (TN) Sensenbrenner
Dunean LaMalts Shorril
Dunn Lamb gﬁ;m;?ns
Emmer Lamborn Smilt)h (MO)
Estes Latta Smith (NE)
Ferguson Lesko Smith (NJ)
Fitzpatrick Lipinski Smucker
Fleischmann Long Spano
Flores Loudermilk Stauber
Fortenberry Lucas Stefanik
Foxx (NC) Luetkemeyer Steil
Fulcher Luria
Gaetz Marchant Steube
Gallagher Marshall Stgwar t
Gianforte Massie Stivers
Gibbs Mast Taylor
Gohmert McCarthy Thompson (PA)
Gonzalez (OH) McCaul Thornberry
Gonzalez-Colon  McClintock Timmons
(PR) McHenry Tipton
Gooden McKinley Turner
Gosar Meadows Upton
Gottheimer Meuser Van Drew
Granger Miller Wagner
Graves (GA) Mitchell Walberg
Graves (LA) Moolenaar Walden
Graves (MO) Mooney (WV) Walker
Green (TN) Moulton Walorski
Griffith Mullin Waltz
Grothman Newhouse Watkins
Guest Norman Weber (TX)
Guthrie Nunes Webster (FL)
Hagedorn Olson Wenstrup
Harris Palazzo Westerman
Hartzler Palmer Williams
Hern, Kevin Panetta Wilson (SC)
Herrera Beutler Pence Wittman
Hice (GA) Perry Womack
Hill (AR) Peterson Woodall
Hill (CA) Posey Wright
Holding Ratcliffe Yoho
Hollingsworth Reed Young
Hudson Reschenthaler Zeldin
NOT VOTING—9
Fudge Norton Radewagen
Gabbard Perlmutter San Nicolas
Higgins (LA) Plaskett Underwood

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1752

Ms. SHERRILL and Mr. GAETZ
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MR. TED LIEU

OF CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. TED
LIEU) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

follows:

[Roll No. 457]

AYES—223

Adams Garcia (TX) Ocasio-Cortez
Aguilar Golden Omar
Allred Gomez Pallone
Axne Gonzalez (TX) Panetta
Barragan Gottheimer Pappas
Bass Green, Al (TX) Pascrell
Beatty Grijalva Payne
Bera Haaland Peters
Beyer Harder (CA) Phillips
Bishop (GA) Hastings Pingree
Blumenauer Hayes Pocan
Blunt Rochester  Heck Porter
Bonamici Higgins (NY) Pressley
Boyle, Brendan Hill (CA) Price (NC)

F. Himes Quigley
Brindisi Horsford Raskin
Brown (MD) Houlahan Rice (NY)
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Richmond
Bustos Huffman Rose (NY)
Butterfield Jackson Lee Rouda
Carbajal Jayapal Roybal-Allard
Cardenas Jeffries Ruiz
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Ruppersberger
Cartwright Johnson (TX) Rush
Case Kaptur Ryan
Casten (IL) Keating Sablan
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Sanchez
Castro (TX) Kennedy Sarbanes
Chu, Judy Khanna Scanlon
Cicilline Kildee Schakowsky
Cisneros Kilmer Schiff
Clark (MA) Kind Schneider
Clarke (NY) Kirkpatrick Schrader
Clay Krishnamoorthi Schrier
Cleaver Kuster (NH) Scott (VA)
Clyburn Langevin Scott, David
Cohen Larsen (WA) Serrano
Connolly Larson (CT) Sewell (AL)
Cooper Lawrence Shalala
Correa Lawson (FL) Sherman
Costa Lee (CA) Sires
Courtney Lee (NV) Slotkin
Cox (CA) Levin (CA) Smith (WA)
Craig Levin (MI) Soto
Crist Lewis Spanberger
Cuellar Lieu, Ted Speier
Cummings Lipinski Stanton
Cunningham Loebsack Stevens
Davids (KS) Lofgren Suozzi
Davis (CA) Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
Davis, Danny K. Lowey Takano
Dean Lujan Thompson (CA)
DeFazio Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeGette Malinowski Titus
DeLauro Maloney, Tlaib
DelBene Carolyn B. Tonko
Delgado Maloney, Sean Torres (CA)
Demings Matsui Torres Small
DeSaulnier McBath (NM)
Deutch McCollum Trahan
Dingell McEachin Trone
Doggett McGovern Van Drew
Doyle, Michael McNerney Vargas

F. Meeks Veasey
Engel Meng Vela
Escobar Moore Velazquez
Eshoo Morelle Visclosky
Espaillat Moulton Wasserman
Evans Mucarsel-Powell Schultz
Finkenauer Murphy Waters
Fletcher Nadler Watson Coleman
Foster Napolitano Welch
Frankel Neal Wexton
Gal